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INTRODUCTION* 

The  word  'Mimansa* — more  properly  'P&rva  Mlmansi* — is  applied 
to  the  system  originally  propounded  by  Jaimini,  The  other  names  given 
to  this  system  are — ' Pttrvakftnda,9  '  Karma~Mimftns&,'  f  KarmakSnda^ 
Yajnavidy&S  *  Adhvaramlm&faaS  *  DharmantimahsdJ  and  so  forth— some 
people  even  speak  of  it  as  the  *  Dvddapalafahnz.  * 

Inasmuch  as  the  avowed  object  of  this  system  is  a  consideration  of 
DJiarma  it  is  commonly  spoken  of  as  '  Dharmamtmafoci.'  Of  the  Veda, 
there  are  three  sections  or  Kansas:  The  RarmaJcfinda,  the  Up8sandMnda% 
and  the  ' Jnftnakanda*  And  it  is  only  that  portion  of  the  Veda  which 
is  contained  in  the  first  of  these  that  is  dealt  with  in  the 
awl  for  this  reason  ~jt  is  spoken  of  as  *  Pnrvuk&wfaS 
or  *  Karmamlm^nsa."  Though  the  Karmakawla  of  the  Veda  treats  of 
many  such  actions  as  *  Sacrifice/  *  Giving,' 4  Offering,1  and  the  like,  yet  ifc 
is  of  the  sacrifice  that  this  system  treats  mostly,  and  it  is  full  of 
discussions  about  sacrifices  only.  And  for  this  reason  people  speak  of  this 
as  *  yafnamimansS '  or  *  Adhvara-mim&nsft.' 

This  consideration  of  Dharma  is  found  to  consist  of  twelve  parts ;  and 
these  parts  have  been  put  by  Jaimini  in  the  form  of  twelve  Adhy&yai-,  and 
hence  the  system  has  come  to  be  known  by  the  name  of  *  DvadofalatlcshanL' 

For  a  detailed  explanation  of  the  subject-matter  of  each  AdHySya  aud 
adhikarana,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  Appendix, 

While  chiefly  dealing  with  these  subjects,  Jaimini  has  in  many  places 
dealt  with  other  things  in  connection  with  these.  It  is  clear  that  all 
that  is  treated  of  by  Jaimini  is  chiefly  Vedic.  In  the  work  known  aa 
the  *  Veda '— beginningless  and  authorless, — were  found  mentioned  here 
and  there,  at  random,  many  sacrifices,  offerings,  <fcc.  And  hence  it  was 
very  difficult  to  understand  and  grasp  the  methods  and  procedure  of 
the  various  sacrifices,  <fcc.;  consequently,  at  the  time  of  the  perform* 
ance  of  a  sacrifice,  at  each  step  the  performers  would  meet  with 
serious  doubts  and  difficulties.  And  all  this  difficulty  has,  once  for  all, 
been  set  aside  by  Jaimini,  by  means  of  the  Sutras  dealt  with  here. 
And  it  was  only  after  the  Mimansa  philosophy  had  been  duly  propounded 
that  the  path  of  Karmak&nda  became  easy. 

At  the  very  outset,  Jaimini  divided  the  Vedic  sentences  into  two 
kinds:  The  Mantra  and  the  Brahmana.  The  former  is  now  known 
as  the  *  Sanhita1 — f.i.  ftgveda  sanhita,  &c.  There  are  many  Brih- 
manas  that  are  known  as  *  Upanishat, '  f.i.  the  Brhadftranyaka  and 


tht»  Tlien  he  proceeds  to  sub-divide  these  two  kinda 

mto  fi»  lite  £ftma,  and  the  Taju. 

The  he  lays  down  for  the  differentiation  of  the 

and  tlic  are  embodied  in  the  8&tra$  II— i — 32  and 

S3;  it  is  aaul  that    which,    at    the  time    of    the  per* 

of  a  points  oat  certain    details   in    connection  with. 

it  ii  and  the   rest  are  called  &  Srdkmana. '    But  the 

distlncifj  declared  that  this  definition    of    'Mantra* 
is  »  one;  as  there  are  many  Mantras  that  do  not  fulfil 

lit  herein  clown*  and  are  yet    called  *  Mantras.9    The 

'  Jfinflfr'tt, '  in  mriitj,  the  place  of  Aphorismg  dealing  with   sacri- 

tie  J?r<TAnuipa*  are  commentaries  on  them ;  in  fact, 
mm  frequently  of  as  such  by  Cankarlcarya. 

Jli,  £a»ia  are  the  throo  sub-divisions  of  the    said    iwo 

of  the  YeJa.    Among  Ntiufm®  and  BrfthinanaSj  that  sentence 
we  distinct  divisions  into4  feet/  is  called  a  '  Rk*  (Sutra 

H— i— 8&» ;— the  oilier  names  of  which  are  '/teV  'floku,  *  Mantm.'     The 
that  are  of  l>ciiigsu«g  are  known  as  *S(l»w«  }  (IT — i — 36  ). 

Tie  test  are  4  Yajn^i  *  ( II— i— 37  U 


Tfca  text   of   the   MiwRiwl  philosophy   is   the  most  extensive  of  all  ; 
the  ha?e  twelve  Adhynyau,  divided    into  sixty  Pfidas,  containing- 

dealing  with  1,000  sections  or  Adhikaranas. 

Tfec  word  *  *   reallj  means    'Discussion,*   Consideration,* 

'Inquiry,' k Investigation/    la  the  Mimlnsa  we  find  thafc  each  Discusssion 
i§  op  of  fire  parts:  m. :    (1)  Vishaya--ihe  snbject-matter  under 

consideration,  (2)  Ptpaya,  or  Sanytyn — the  doubt  arising  in  connection 
wlft  thsi  matter,  (3)  Pitrrfyu*ffa~- the  standpoint  of  the  opponent, 
and  the  argame&tH  in  support  thereof,  (41  Utt«ra  or  Siddh&nta—lhe 
conclusion,  (b)  8u*gati— Relevancy  of  the  discussion  with 
the  particular  context.  Some  aotliora  explain  k  nttara*  as  the  argnmenfcs 
igalustae  ¥iew  of  the  opponent,  and  instead  of  ^  Sttngati*  they  have 
*  *  they  explain  as  4  StddMnta.  *  This  system  of  discussion 

is  or  !e«»  in  all  the  Sanskrit  philosophical  systems. 

The  are  all  arranged  in  the  above  order  of  discussion.    Bnt  a 

of  the  does  not  afford  us  any  idea  as  to  where  a 

enda,    and    anoifeer  begins.    For    all  these,  as  also  for  a, 

of   the  Bntm®  themselves,  we  have  to  fall  back 

c«nmtnt«iet  upon  the  Stfras. 

Of          coBamtetarles,  «id  commentaries  on  commentaries  we  have 
»a  m-ies.     The  oldest  commentary  on   the  S«Hr«*  that 


Ill 


is  available  now,  is  the  BhasJiya  by  Qavara  Svami  (published  in  tie 
BtlliotJieta  Lidica) ;  though  we  find  this  BJiashya  referring  to  other 
commentaries,  chief  among  which  is  the  Vrtti  of  the  "  revered  Upavarsha." 
On  the  Bhaskya,  we  hare  the  commentary  of  Kumarila  Bhatta,  generally 
spoken  of  as  "  Bhatta."  This  work  is  divided  into  three  parts,  known 
under  three  different  names:  (1)  The  CloTcavartiJca,  treating  of  the 
first,  the  Tarka,  (Polemical)  Pada  of  the  First  Adhyaya  (published  in 
the  4  Caukharabha  Sanskrit  Series, '  Benares)  ;  (2)  The  Tantravftrtika, 
dealing  with  the  last  three  Padas  of  Adhyaya  I,  and  the  whole  of 
AdJiyayasTL  and  III  (published  in  the  'Benares  Sanskrit  Series,'  and 
being  translated  into  English  by  the  present  translator) ; — and  (3)  The 
Tupftlcci — dealing  with  Adhyayas  IY — XII  (published  [in  the  *  Benares 
Sanskrit  Series*).  On  the  first  of  these,  we  know  of  two  commentaries: 
(1)  The  Kd$ika  by  Sncarita  Micra,  nnd  (2)  the  NyayaratnaJcara  of 
Parthasarathi  Micra  (published  in  the  '  Oaukhambha  Sanskrit  Series,' 
Benares) ;  extracts  from  these  two  commentaries  have  been  put  in  as 
notes  in  the  present  work ;  and  (3)  the  NyftyasudM  of  Sornecvara  Bhatta. 
On  the  second,  the  only  commentary  we  know  of  is  the  Nyayasudhft,  gene- 
rally known  as  *  Eanaka,  *  by  Somecvara  Bhatfca  (in  course  of  publica- 
tion in  the  i  Gaukhambha  Sanskrit  Series/  Benares).  And  on  the  third, 
\ve  have  only  one  proper  commentary,  the  Vftrtlk&bJiarana  by  V§nfcata 
Oikshita ;  the  other,  the  Tantraratna  cannot  be  spoken  of  as  a  e  commen- 
tary '  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word ;  as  it  is  a  semi-independent  com- 
mentary on  the  Sutras  themselves,  though  here  and  there,  taking  up  and 
explaining  certain  passages  from  the  Bhashya  and  the  Yartika.  This 
closes  the  list  of  works,  indirectly  dealing  with  the  present  work. 


The  first  Siitra  of  Pada  i,  Adhyaya  I,  deals  with  the  usefulness  of  an 
investigation  into  Dharma.  In  the  remaining  part  of  the  Pada,  we  have 
a  treatment  of  the  questions — What  is  DJiarma  ?  What  is  its  definition  ? 
By  what  means  of  knowledge  is  Dharma  cognisable  ?  and  so  forth. 
From  the  beginning  of  the  second  Pada  to  the  end  of  the  Adky&ya,  we 
have  a  consideration  of  the  means  of  Dharma,  and  its  Result,  as  also  the 
authoritative  character  of  the  Veda,  as  the  sole  means  of  knowing 
Dharma. 

[SUTRA  (1).] 

The  meaning  of  the  Sftlra  is  that  inasmuch  as  Dharma  is  a  purpose 
that  is  conceivable  by  means  of  the  Veda  alone,  and  the  Veda  is  the  only 
authority  for  itt  after  the  student  has  finished  the  study  of  the  Veda,  lie 
should  continue  with  his  teacher  a  little  longer,  with  a  view  to  learn,  the 
details  of  "Dharma. 


IV 

This  Sutra  contains  two  AdhiJcaranas,  i.e.,  it  treats  of  two  subjects  : 

(1)  Is  a  study  of  the  Veda  necessary  for  all  the  three  higher  castes? 

(2)  Is  Dharma  a  subject  for  consideration  ?     Ifc  is  only  the  latter  aspect 
of  the  Sutra  that  has  been   dealt  with  hy   the   commentators;   and  the 
obvious  reason  for  this  is  that  with  regard  to  the  former,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  in  the  inind  of  any  person  who  is  not  an  avowed  Atheist,  and   as 
such  not  to  be  admitted  into  a  philosophical  discussion. 

The  Adkikara$a  dealing  with  the  latter  question  is  thus  explained 
in  detail: — 

(a)  The  subject  of  discussion — the  'passages  that  form  the  subjeet- 
matter  of  the  discussion— are  the  following  two:  'One  should  study 
the  Veda, '  and  then  *  one  should  perform  the  Conclusive  Bath  after 
having  studied  the  Veda. ' 

(&)  The  doubt  arising  with  regard  to  these  sentences  is  this: 
'  Should  one  perform  the  Conclusive  Bath,  immediately  after  he  has 
finished  the  reading  of  the  text  of  the  Veda,  or  should  he  postpone 
it,  and  continue  his  stay  wifeh  the  teacher,  a  little  longer,  in  order 
to  learn  something  about  the  nature  of  Dharma  ? ' 

(c)  The  opposite  view  (the  Pfirvapaksba)  is  that  the   Bath   should 
be  performed  immediately  after  the  study  of  the  Vedic   text  has   been 
finished. 

(d)  The  Rtply  to  the   opposite  view    is   as  toilows :     The  sentence 
'  one   should  study   the  Veda '  does   not  mean  a  mere  getting   up   of 
the  verbal   text,   it  also   means   a  due  understanding  of  the  sense  of 
the  scriptures,     And  unless  one  ponders  over   the  passages,  he  cannot 
arrive  at  a  duo   understanding   of  their    sense.     Consequently  a  mere 
reading  of  the  text  does   not  aiford   us   a    due  knowledge  of  Dharnui* 
without  which  the  study  cannot  be  said  to    have  borne  its  true  fruit, 
and  hence  we  cannot  admit  that  the  Conclusive  Bath  is  to  be  performed 
immediately  after  the  text  has  been  got  up. 

(e)  The  Siddh&nta  or  final  conclusion  arrived  at  is  that  after  the 
student  has  got  up  the  verbal  text  of  the  Veda,   he  should  continue 
his  stay  with  the  teacher  a  little   longer,  for  the  purpose  of  learning 
all  about  D&afwa, 

The  above  shows  the  way  in  which  the  writers  on  Mimansa  put 
forward  the  various  AdWcaranas. 

The  commentators  have  pointed  out  that  the  Sutra  in  question  also 
implies  the  necessity  of  learning  the  character  of  Adharma  \  as  without 
such  knowledge,  one  could  not  exactly  know  what  he  should  avoid.  But 
noiie  of  them  have  gone  into  the  details  of  Adharwa,  simply  because  A 
knowledge  of  DJiarma  would  naturally  give  us  an  idea  of  its  being  contrary  : 
aud  as  Hiicli  no  separate  treatment  of  this  was  necessary. 


[SUTRA  (2),J 

The  questions  dealt   with  in   this    Sutra   arc :     What    is   Dharma  ? 
What  is  the  authority — means  of:  knowing — Dhartna  / 

The  meaning  of  the  Sutra  is  that  *  Dharma '  is  the  name  that, 
is  given  to  those  actions  resulting  in  good,  that  have  been  laid  -down 
by  Vedic  injunctions.  The  commentators  have  gone  into  very  elaborate 
le tails  in  connection  with  this  Sutra ;  the  upshot  of  which  is  this : 
When  an  action  is  performed,  there  arises  in  the  soul  of  the  performer 
a*  certain  potential  energy,  in  the  shape  of  a  particular  property  or 
sharacter,  that,  at  some  future  time,  brings  about  an  eminently  saisfactory 
result;  and  it  is  this  potential  energy  that  is  called  *  Dharma^  '  Punyaj 
fubhadfshta1  and  so  forth. 

The  Adhikwana  contained  in  the  Sutra  may  be  expressed  as  follows:— 

(a)  The  subject-matter  is  Dharma . 

(b)  The  doubt  is  as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a  means  of  knowing 

Dharma.  Is  this  means  contained  in  Sense-perception  and  the  other 
>rdinary  means  of  knowledge  ?  Or,  is  Dharma  knowabie  only  by  means 
>f  Vedic  Injunctions  ?  Is  the  action  of  these  injunctions  in  -any  way 
lelped  by  Sense-perception  and  the  rest  ? 

(c)  The  opposite  mew  is  this  :     Vedic  injunctions  are  not  the  means 
f  knowing  Dhartna.     All  sentences  serve  only  to  describe   things  that 
tare  been  known  by  means  of  Souse-perception,  &c.,  and  as  such  they 
annot  be  accepted  as  independent  means  of  knowledge.     The  conclusion 
3d  to  by   this  view   is   cither   that  (1)  thorc   is   no   means  of  knowing 
Iharnw,   or  (2)  that  Dharma  is  cognisable   by   means  of  Seuse-percep- 
lon  or  Inference;  or   (3)    that   Dharma  IB  perceptible   by  the  senses, 
)r  the    Yogist   while  for  us   it   is   to  be   known   either   by    means    of 
aference,  or  by  that  of   Vedic   injunctions;   or   (4)   that  it   is  known 
y  means   of  Vedic   Injunctions   as    aided    by   Apparent  Inconsistency, 
he  sense  of   this   last    theory  is    that   unless   wd  admit  of    a    super- 
liysical  cause,  we  are  unable  to  explain  the  gradations  and  differences 
lat   we  meet   with   in   the  universe ;    an  d  it   is  the  Apparent    Incou- 
stency  of  these   differences    that    points   to  the   existence   of   such    a 
buse  in  the  shape  of   Dharma ;    and    then   it   is   the   Dharma    whose 
irticular  character  is  known  by  means  of  Vedic  lujunctions.     In  any 
*se  Dhartna  is  not  cognisable  by  means  of  Vedic  Injunctions  alone. 

(d)  The   reply    to    the    opposite    view   is    as    follows :      When     we 
id  that  the  idea  <^iven  rise  to  by  the  Injunction   is    not   contradicted 
*  any  produced  by  other  means  of   knowledge,   we  cannot   but  admit 
e  undisputed  authority  of  that  sentence.     And  hence,  so   long   as   we 
^ve  distinct    word*   affording    us  the   due   knowledge    of   Dharma.    wo 


T! 


that  there  is  no  means   of  knowing  it. 

li  tie          of  the  of  ordinary  persons,  there  are  various  causes 

01  — a*  for  instance,  carelessness,    deliberate    desire    to    cheat, 

nai  to  M  such  the  authority  of  sncli   words   might   verj 

be  Thp  case  of  Vedic  sentences,  however,  is  quite  different* 

M  it  kai  not  eoraposed   by  toman  agency  :    and  as  such   there 

no  of  any  of  the  aforesaid  cause*   of  mistake,  the   words 

of  the  but  be  admitted  to  have  a  self- sufficient*  authority 

ia  all  wherewith  they  may  deal     As  for  Sense-perception    and 

the  they  are  found  always  to   point  to  things  that  exist   in  the 

and  nothing  to  say  with  regard  to  things  in  the  future. 

An  for  the  perception   of  Yogis  also,   this  is   based   upon   memory  $   and 
M  pert-tins     to    p re- conceived   things,     even    Yogic   per- 

apply   to   Dharmat   which   lias  never  been  perceived  or 
of,        is  yet  to  come. 

fe!  The  conclusion,  arrived  at   is  that  Vedic  Injunc- 

tions ane  the  only  means  of  knowing  Dharma. 


We  have  gi?en  above  the  sample  as   to  how  each  AdJukarana  in 
worked  up.     The    Mimangft  tylstra    deals    with  a    thousand    of    such 
of  which  has  !>een   very   tersely    put    in   the  form 
of  ona  or  more  Sti/ra*. 

Inasmuch  as  flits  Second  8&tm   lays  down   the   two    fundamental 

|iropcMiiioas~-iliat  f  I !  Vcdic  Injunctions  arc  tlio  only  means  of  knowing 

and  f*2)   thai  Vedic  Injunctions  are   wholly  authoritative  ae 

sw  such  -,    that  form   the  keystone  of  the  whole  system, 

lit re  eome  to  spank  of  this  8&tm  as  the  *Pr§tijoSf  Sttra.  It  Is 
with  a  detailed  working  out  and  supporting  of  these  propositions  that 
the  net  of  the  First  P/Wu  is  taken  up* 

[Sffms  8—5.] 

Proceeding  to   examine  the  means  of  acquiring  the  due  knowledge 

Jaimini  conies  to  the  following  conclusions:     (1)  Inasmuch 

M  Sense-perception  coEsiats  of  the  cognition  brought  about  by  the  contact 

of  the  mae-oig.ui  with  the  m&tatial  object,— and  as  such  it  can  only 

to  things    existing  at  the  present  time,— it   cannot  serve  as 

the  n*»M  of    knowing    Dfcirma ;    because    Mama  is   not    a 

and  it  does  not  exist  at  the  present   time.     (2)  The 

but**.,!    the   Word    and    its  signification    ia  natural  and 

it  I.   lwt  crBatel  by  Convention;  oonaeqaently,   the  cognition 

aboEt  liy   a  Vrfic  liganotioa  is  absolutely  and  unconditionally 


vii 

true  ;  it  Is  a  permanent  authoritative  means  of  knowledge  ;  its  au- 
thority is  self-sufficient  and  self-  manifest.  (3.  When  we  have  fonnd 
with  regard  to  any  two  things  that  they  are  related  in  snch  a  way 
that  wherever  the  one  is,  there  the  other  also  is  present,  —  then  when- 
ever on  some  future  occasion,  we  actually  see  any  one  of  these,  we 
at  once  conclude  that  the  other  also  must  exist;  and  this  cognition 
is  what  is  called  *  Inference  ;  '  but  this  Inference  is  of  no  use  in 
obtaining  a  knowledge  of  Dharma. 

As  the  whole  fabric  of  Jaimini's  philosophy  is  based  upon  the 
second  of  these  conclusions  —  the  Self-sufficiency  of  Verbal  Cognition  — 
he  devotes  a  special  Adhikarana  to  a  full  discussion  of  the  question. 


6—11.] 

The  objections  against  this  self-sufficient  authority,  embodied  iu 
Sutras  $  —  11,  are  based  upon  those  against  the  eternality  of  all  words 
in  general,  and  of  the  Veda  in  particular.  These  may  be  thus  summed 
up:  (1)  It  is  a  fact  of  ordinary  perception  that  all  verbal  utterance  is 
an  action  brought  about,  by  human  effort;  and  as  such,  having  had 
no  existence,  prior  to  this  effort,  it  cannot  be  believed  to  be  eternal. 
(2)  It  is  found,  at  best,  to  enjoy  a  very  brief  existence;  and  actually 
found  to  be  destroyed  as  soon  as  uttered.  (3)  We  find  people  speaking 
of  ^making  '  an  utterance,  which  would  not  be  possible  if  the  word 
were  eternal  ;  as  then  it  would  be  ever-pfesent,  and  would  require 
no  *  making.'  (4)  The  same  word  is  found  to  be  uttered,  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  by  various  personss  at  various  places.  This  would  not  be 
possible,  if  the  word  were  an  eternal  omnipresent  entity.  (5)  Then 
again  we  find  in  grammar  that  words  undergo  several  modifications,—/.  £, 
the  letter  (i)  changes  into  (  ya)  ;  and  certainly  that  which  is  eternal  can 
have  no  modification.  (6)  We  find  the  volume  of  the  word  decreasing  or 
increasing,  according  as  it  is  uttered  by  one  or  more  men  ;  and  certainly 
that  which  increases  and  decreases  can  never  be  eternal. 

[SUTRAS    12—17.] 

These  are  the  six  objections  against  the  eternal  character  of  the 
Word.  Jaimini  meets  every  one  of  these  in  Sutras  12  —  17.  The  argu- 
ments contained  in  these  Sutras  may  be  thus  summed  up:  (J)  The 
mere  fact  of  the  word  not  being  heard  before  it  is  uttered,  does  not 
prove  that  it  did  not  exist  before,  or  that  it  has  been  created  by  the 
utterance  ;  all  that  it  shows  is  that  it  was  not  manifest  to  our  perception, 
and  the  utterance  serves  to  make  it  perceptible.  (2)  Similarly,  the 
word  is  not  destroyed  after  being  uttered  ;  the  fact  is  that  the  effect  of  the 
maxufe&Hve  agf^cy  of  the  utterance  having  passed  off,  the  word  reverts  to 
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,ti  state;   their  are  many  tilings  in   the  work! 

that  exist,  thtj  are  not  perceptible.    (31  People  speak  of  the 

of  Ae  word  j  bit  that  refers  to  the  *>md  that  manifests  the 

word  ;  and  this  agency  Is  certainly  due  to  human  effort, 

(4  1  Ai  utterance  of  the  wme  word  by  many  persons,— 

this  Is  to  the  case  of  the  single  sun  being  simultaneously  per- 

by  That  is  to  say,  jnst  as  many  people,  at  different 

perceive  the  single  s«ns  so  do  they  utter  and 

hear  the  same  word  also,     (5j  What  the  grammatical  rules  lay  down 

is  not  »  of  the  letters;  it  is  not  that  the  T  is  changed 

into'yi';  but  that  the  latter  fakes  the  place  of  the  former.     (6)     The 

of  the  Word  nearer  undergoes  Increase  or  decrease;  it  is  only 
the  proceeding  from  the  throats  of  men  that  increases  or  decreases, 


IB—  23.] 

Having  thu*  mot  the  opponent's  objections,  Jaimini  proceeds  to  bring 

Ills  own  ftrgomeuts  in  favour  of  his  theory.     These  arguments 
are  contained  in  Stints  18—  23.     (l\  The  word  is  ever  present  ;  because 

the  utterance  of  it  is  ouly  for  the  purpose  of  manifesting  it  to  others;  and 
it  is  only  wlien  the  word  twists  that  such  effort  at  manifesting  it  could  foe 
justified*  (*2  )  When  the  word  4  cow  '  is  uttered,  it  is  always  recognised  to 
be  the  same  word  ;  and  this  recognition  could  not  be  said  to  be  mistaken  ; 
it  is  universally  cognisable,  i  8)  People  speak  also  of  uttering  tbe  word 
4  cow*  thr&  or  four  tivM*9  and  not  of  uttering  three  or  four  snch  words. 

common  usage  also  points  to  the  oneness  and  the  eternal  ity  of  the  word, 

^4)   We  do  not  perceive  any  productive  or  destructive  cause  of  tlie  word, 

as  we  do  of  all  transitory  things  ;  and  hence  we  cannot  admit  of  its  pro- 

or  destruction.    (5)  Some  people  have  held  that  Word  is  produced 

Air.  But  what  they  really  mean  to  be  produced  from  the  Air,  is  the 
not  the  word  itself  ;  because  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  know  that  the 
vibrations  produced  in  the  air  give  rise  to  various  degrees  of  sound;  and 
when  vibratory  waves  reach  the  tyaipannm,  they  are  sensed  and  per- 

eeifnd  by  the  ear.  And  there  can  "be  no  doubt  that  Word  is  something 
wholly  distinct  from  *?«ttf!»  which  latter  only  serves  to  manifest  it. 
i6!  We  hafe  many  Vedic  texts  distinctly  laying  down  the  eternality 
of  words, 


24—32.] 

In  this  a»iit»ti0ns  the  commentators  have  shown  that  though  the 

ii  eternal  f  and  so  is  its  signification,  yet  in  all  human  utterances. 

Is  always  a  cbanee  of  the  man  having  mistaken  motions  of  both  ; 

as  there  is  no  independent  authority   attaching    to    human 
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utterances.  But  as  for  the  Veda,  it  is  not  found  to  have  any  author.  It  is 
self-existent,  self-sufficient  in  its  authority  and  eternal.  As  for  the  names 
of  persons  and  places  met  with  in  the  Veda,  they  are  mere  sound  coin- 
cidences ;  the  words  having  quite  a  different  sense. 

That  Dharma  exists  and  that  it  consists  of  the  Saciflces,  Charities 
and  the  Libations,  <fec.,  enjoined  in  the  Veda, — are  the  two  propositions 
with  regard  to  which  there  is  a  unanimity  among  Mtmansakas.  We 
proceed  to  show  the  points  on  which  there  is  a  diversity  of  opinion. 

Sacrifices,  Charities  and  Libations,  duly  performed,  bring  about  definite 
results;  hence  Dharma  consists  of  these  actions.  The  true  function  of 
these  actions  lies  in  the  bringing  "about  of  a  certain  potency  in  the 
soul  of  the  performer.  And  it  is  through  this  potency  that  the  performer 
takes  his  future  births,  for  the  experiencing  of  such  results  as  the 
pleasures  of  Heaven  and  the  like.  To  this  Potency  is  gifen  the  technical 
name  of  'Ap&rva,'  in  Htmansa ;  while  in  other  systems  it  is  known  by 
such  names  as  *  AdrshtaJ  4  Puny  a,9  'Dharma,'  and  so  forth.  In  accordance 
with  this  theory  th$n,  Dharma  consists  of  the  actions  of  sacrifice,  <&c., 
which  latter  consist  of  elaborate  preparations  of  materials,  &c.  j  thereby 
the  actual  form  of  Dharma  is  perceptible,  though  its  function  proper,  in  the 
shape  of  ApUrva  is  invisible,  and  can  only  be  inferred. 

According  to  other  people,  it  is  along  with  the  Sacrifices,  &c.,  them- 
selves that  there  appears  an  Apurva,  which  is  the  name  given  to  the 
potency  that  leads  to  Heaven  and  other  desirable  results.  And  con- 
sequently according  to  these  Dharma  consists  of  this  potency  of  Apurva; 
and  it  is  only  indirectly  that  the  name  *  Dharma3  is  applied  to  the  sacri- 
fices, &c.  Just  as  people  speak  of  the  life-prolonging  Butter,  as  £  longevity/ 
so  also  do  they  speak  of  the  Z>7i<29'ma-producing  Sacrifice  as  *  Dharma* 

Dharma  and  Adharma,  the  effect  of  bodily,  verbal  and  mental  actions  ; 
and  they  form  the  seed  of  all  future  happiness  and  misery.  It  is  be- 
cause the  results  of  Dharma  accrue  to  the  Individual  in  his  future  life, 
that  it  is  held  to  be  imperceptible  either  by  ordinary  or  yogic  perception* 
Hence  the  final  position  arrived  at  is  that  it  is  cognisable  by  Vedic 
Injunction  alone. 

In  the  fact  of  bringing  about  a  definite  cognition,  consists  the  autho- 
rity of  a  Verbal  expression ;  and  its  authority  is  independent  and  self- 
sufficient ;  it  is  unquestionable.  Though  it  is  true  that  even  a  false 
assertion  gives  rise  to  a  cognition,  yet  inasmuch  as  in  all  cases  of  false 
assertion,  we  always  either  find  some  deficiency  in  the  means  of  cog- 
nition itself,  or  find  it  to  be  denied  subsequently  by  a  more  authoritative 
means  of  cognition, — we  do  not  accept  it  as  authoritatively  true.  But 
the  only  deficiency 'in  Verbal  Assertion,  as  a  means  of  cognition,  lies  in  the 
untrustworthy  character  of  the  per»son  making  that  assertion  j  consequently 


a»  thew  i«  BO  pewm  mieeniea  in  the  Vedic  assertions,  we 

offer  the  of  specially  as  none  of  them  Is  found  to 

to  Mt  %  anj  mews  of  cognition;  because  inherent 

in  the  Kiel!  and  the  subsequent  denial  of  the  idea  given 

ritt  to  by  it  •»  the  only  two  grounds  for  questioning  the  authority  of  a 

On  this  it  will  ha  necessary  to  consider  in  what  way  a  man's 

of  the  authoritativeness  of  any  means  of  cognition  arises.    That  is  to 

the  question  to  be  considered  is — People  have  an  idea  as  to  this  being 
and  that  un&uthoritetive,— does  this  idea  proceed  natural- 
Ij  the  cognition  itself  f    or,  is  it  brought  about  by  another  cogni- 

tion t  or         it  f  after  one  has  looked  into  the  excellences  and 

of  Its  or  after  one  has  examined  the  real  state  of  the  objects 

?    or,  i»'it  that  authoritativeness  is  ever  inherent  in  the  cogni- 
tion, appearing  with  its*clf,  and  it  is  rejected  only  either  when  one 

the  actual  state  of  things  to  be  otherwise,  or  when  some  deficiency 
tuts  discovered  in  the  means  of  the  cognition  ?    For,  as  a  matter  of 

fact,  it  Is  found  that  the  idea  of  the  true  authoritative  ness  of  a  certain 
cognition  appears  and  remains  permanent,  only  when  it  is  found  that  the 
object  really  exists  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  cognised,  that  there  is  no 
more  authoritative  cognition  to  the  contrary,  and  when  no  deficiency  is 
ftmnd  in  the  means  of  that  cognition.  For  instance,  that  what  we  see  is 
actually  a  serpent  is  believed  to  be  perfectly  true,  only  when  it  is  found  on 
due  inspection,  by  finding  it  moving,  /./.,  that  it  is  a  serpent ;  secondly, 
when  it  is  not  found  to  be  denied  by  the  idea  obtained  by  further  ex- 
azni&ation  of  it;  and,  lastly,  when  it  is  ascertained  that  there  has  been  no 

in  the  powers  of  vision  concerned. 

ID  connection  with  this,  some  MiniSnsakas  hold  that  the  potency  of 
At  Cause,  to  bring  about  its  effect,  is  inherent  in  it ;  and  hence  it  is  Cog- 
nition itself  that  establishes  its  own  authority  or  otherwise,  with  regard  to 
iti  nature  and  powers.  While  others  hold  that  the  Cognition  is  not  capa- 
ble at  ewe  and  th<>  same  time,  of  establishing  the  troth  and  falsity  of  its 
;  because  truth  and/abtfy  are  two  mutually  contradictory  properties 
and  as  such  they  could  never  co-exist  eitlc*r  in  any  object,  or  in  any 
Cognition.  Consequently  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  truth  or  falsity  of  a 
cognition  Is  ascertainable  only  by  the  presence  or  absence  of  discrepancies 
ii  its 

Another  of  MvuilwrnMs  declnre  that  if,  until  the  excellences  and 
defect*  of  the  source  hare  been  found  out,  the  truthf alness  or  otherwise  of 
III*  emanating  therefrom  remain  doubtful,  then  it,  would  be  neces- 

sary to  admit  the  Cognition  to  be  devoid  of  any  characteristics  or  potential*- 
tits.    Bat  this  could  mot  be  ?erj  acceptable ;  consequently  it  must  be 
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admitted  that,  in  the  first  instance,  the  cognition  is  untrustworthy ;  but  when 
subsequently,  corroborative  cognitions  appearing,  the  untrust worthiness  is 
set  aside,  its  trustworthiness  becomes  accepted.  Thus  then,  in  the  case 
of  the  Veda,  so  long  as  we  do  not  recognise  it  as  the  work  of  a  trustwor- 
thy author,  we  cannot  accept  it  as  true.  On  the  other  hand,  we  actually 
come  across,  in  the  Veda,  such  apparently  absurd  assertions  as  '  the  trees 
performed  the  sacrifice/  which  distinctly  point  it  out  as  being  the  work  of 
an  extremely  untrustworthy  person. 

To  this,  the  orthodox  MimansaJca  makes  the  following  reply :     The 
authority  or  the  evidential  character  of  the  Veda — or  of  any  means  of  know- 
ledge— cannot  be  dependent  upon  anything  outside  itself ;  because  if  a 
cognition  did  not  contain  within  itself,  its  own  evidence,  but  depended  upon 
another  cognition,  then  in  that  case,  tfiis  latter  cognition  also  would  have 
to  be  justified  by  another  cognition,  and  so  on  a d  infmtum  :  and  it  would 
be  absolutely  impossible  to  accept  any  cognition  to  be  true.     Consequent- 
ly we  must  admit  that  all  cognitions  are  self-sufficient  in  their  authority. 
But  this  does  not  mean  that  all  cognitions   or  ideas  are  true.      In  the 
case  of  many  we  subsequently  find  that  they  are  not  in  keeping  with  the 
real  state  of  things,  or  that  they  had  originated  from  a  mistaken   notion  ; 
and  iu  such  cases  the  formerly-conceived  truth  is  set  aside  in  view  of  these 
subsequent  facts.     But  in  cases  where  we  have  no  such  subsequent  contra- 
dictions,  we  naturally  admit  the  idea  to  be  true.     Thus   then   in  all 
assertions   of  ordinary   men,   they  are  always   open  to  the  probability 
:>f  being   false,    on    account   of    the  character  of    the  persons    making 
the  assertions ;  and  hence  these  are  not  accepted  to  be  unconditionally 
;rue.     The  case  of  the  Veda,  however,  is  different.     There  is  no  human 
jlement  in  it ;    and  consequently   there"  is   no  probability   of  any  un- 
iruthfulness  vitiating  its  inherent    self -evidential  character.      Nor  have 
ye,  at  our  command,  any  means  of  knowledge  that  could   show  the  Vedic 
issertions  to  be  false ;    because  the  subject  treated  of  in    the  Veda  is 
lot    amenable  to    any   of    the  recognised  means   of    right    knowledge. 
Then   again,   it  has   already  been   shown  that  all   words   are  eternal ; 
ionsequeutly  the  words  of  the  Veda  need  not  necessarily  be  attributed  to  a 
mman  author.      And  we  find  that  the   knowledge  derived  from  Vedic 
vords  fulfil  all  the  conditions  of  "  right  knowledge,"  viz :  it  is  incontro- 
-ertible,  it  refers  to  things  not  known  before,  and  is  quite  consistent  with 
acts.    The  only  chance  of  faultiness  of  such  knowledge  lies  in  thecharac- 
er  of  the  speaker ;  and  as  there  is  no  speaker  in  the  case  of  the  Veda,  it  is 
-bove  all  such  faults. 

This  assertion  of  the  MimansaJcas  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  Sound 
5  as  im partite  and  eternal  an  entity,  as  Time,  Space,  etc.,  and,  it  is  not 
,  mere  property  of  Akaga;  it  is  beginningless  and  indestructible j  all  that 
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til?  doe*  Si  to  help  in  the  manifestation  of  certain  sounds  tnat  he 

fi»d  upon  as  Mug  expressive  of  certain  tilings. 

Thin  what  is  «  nofc  the  Word,  bat  only  the  Sound  that 

to  it  as  it  already  exists  eternally. 

The  does  cot  hold  the  word  alone  to  be  eternal ;  but  also 

its  md  its  relationship  to  that  meaning.     That  there  is  such  a 

is  by  Sense-perception ;  and  the  reason 

it  Is  cot  recognised  by  one  who  hears  a  word  uttered  for  the  first  time 

is         the  are  Bot  present ;  but  that  does  not  make  the 

non-existing ;  for  because  the  eye  cannot  see  without  light, 

that  does  not  that  the  eve  is  incapable  of  seeing  altogether.     This 

in  the          in  question  is  in  the  shape  of  the  knowledge  that 

a,ad          ft  word  denotes  such  and  such  a  thing.    This  knowledge  is 

by  tie  child  from  experience,  by  marking  the  words  and  the 

of  his  elders. 

For          we        grounds  for  believing  that  the  Veda  was  composed 
by  Kid  handed  to  his  sons*  bj  whom  it  has  been  propagated  in 

the  world.     The  Mimftnsaka  finds  a  greater  difficulty  in  believing  this 
the  eternal  character  of  words  and  their  meanings. 
It  is  on  such  a  Veda  that  Jaimini  bases  his  enquiry  into  the  nature 
of  tad  Adharma.    Of  these  Dharma  is  said  to  consist  in  the  course 

of  conduct,  tending  to  the  attainment  of  the  four  desirable  ends  of  life, 
m         down  in  the  Veda ;  such,  /.*.,  as  the  performance  of  sacrifices  and 
the  like.    And  Adharma  consists  of  such  conduct  as  is  conducive  to  the 
of  objteis  of  aversion,  laid  down  as  such  in  the  Veda, — e.g.,  the 
of  killed  by  poisoned  arrows,  etc.     In  the  matter  of  these 

two,  all  requisite  proof  is  afforded  by  the  Fecfa,  Smrli  and  the  practical 
of  morality  obtaining  among  good  men*     Of  these  the  first  is  as  al- 
ready ftboves  self -independent  iti  its  authority,  while  the  other  two 
their  amfcfcority  to  the  fact  of  their  being  based  on  the  Veda. 
Tie          ooasista  of  two  parts :  the  Mantra  and  the  Brahmana.     The 
the  purpose,  at  sacrifices,  of  recalling  to  the  mind  of  the 
performer*  the  wbitaaoes,  the  Deity,  and  other  things  connected  with 
them;  and  the  B^kmana  consists  of  sentences  mainly  declaratory;  one 
important  portion  of  this  latter  is  made  up  o£  the  ArtkavSda  (Sutra  LJi-7), 
i»  up  of  the  Praising  and  Blaming  of  certain  actions  and 
;  this  is  accepted  as  an  authority  on  Mama,  chiefly  because  it  tends 
to  the  recognition  of  the  excellence  of  the  enjoined  Duty,  but  only  so  far 
m  it  i»              of  bsiag  taken  along  with  the  Declaratory  Passages  deal- 
ing with  thai  Duty, 

Such  dtclmratery  passages  are  of  various  kinds  :    { 1)  **  Karmotpatti- 
—  fpaiaages  declaring  a  duty) ;  (2)  "  Guna-Yakya"  —  (passages 
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laying  down  the  materials,  &c. •  (3)  "  Phala-VaJcya  "  —  (passages  declaring 
the  result) ;  (4)  "  Guna-Vakya,  for  a  particular  purpose  ;  (5)  Saguna-Karmot* 
patti*V&kya" — (passages  declaring  a  duty  together  with  the  necessary 
materials),  and  so  on. 

(1)  A  " Karmotpatti-Vakya  "  is  that  which  simply  points  out  that 
"  such    an    action  is   to  be  performed " — e.g.,     "  Offers    the  Agnihotra 
sacrifice ;"  this  sentence  merely  signifies  the  fact  that  the  Agnihotra  Sacri- 
fice is  laid  down  as  one  to  be  performed. 

(2)  A  "  Gupa-VaJcya  n  is  one  which  lays  down  the  Deity  and  the  Materi- 
als, &c.,  necessary  for  the  performance  of  the  sacrifice — t.g.,  "  Sacrifice  with 
the  Curd."    The  very  fact  of  the  "  Curd  "  being  mentioned  as  part  of  the 
action  constitutes  its  "  gunatva  "  (secondary   character).      In  the  above 
proposition  the  character  of  the  Homa  as  the  subject,   lies  in  the  fact  of 
its  having  been  known  from  other  sources  of  information,    and   being 
herein    mentioned    only    as  related    to    the    Predicate;  and  if    such    a 
Subject  were  repeated  in  order  to  show    its  relation   to  the  Predicate) 
this    would    constitute  its    u  Anuvadyatva "     (another  character  of    the 
Subject).      And   the   primary    character   of  such   a    term   is  ,due   to  its 
connection  with  the  Materials,  such  as  the  "  Curd"  in  the  above  proposi- 
tion.    The  character  of  "Curd  "as  the  Predicate  consists  in   the  fact  of 
its  not  being  known  from  any  other  source  (save  the  proposition  in  ques- 
tion) ;  and  its  secondary   (or  subservient)  character,  in  comparison  with 
the   Homa  itself,    is  due   to  its   being  the    material    for    (and    as    such 
subservient  to)  the  Homa.    And  further,  the  acceptability  of  both  by  the 
agent  is  due  to  the  action  itself  being  such  as  is  to  be  performed  by  him. 

The  action  having  been  mentioned,  the  question  naturally  arises  in 
the  mind  of  the  agent — *  what  will  be  the  result  of  this  action  ?  *  And  the 
sentence  that  sei'ves  to  lay  down  the  connection  of  the  Action  with  a  de- 
finite result  is  called  the — 

(3)  "  Phalavidhi," — e.g.,     "  One  desiring  heaven  should  perform  the 
Agnihotra    Sacrifice."      The  full   connotation   of  this  sentence   is — t  He 
who  desires  heaven  should  perform  the  Agnihotra  Sacrifice,  as  the  means 
thereto ';  and  as  such,  this  sentence  lays  down  the  result  of  the  action 
(Agnihotra),  which,  in  the  previous  passage,  has  only  been  pointed  out 
as  a  sacrifice  to  be  performed. 

(4)  A  "  Gunavakya  for  a  specific  purpose  "  is  that  in  which  a  certain 
material  is  mentioned,  in  connection  with  a  known  action,  as  leading  to  a 
particular   result; — e.g.    "One  ought  to  offer  the  libation  of  curds  for  the 
sake  of  one  who  is  desirous  of  acquiring  efficient  sense-organs."     Here,  for 
the  specific  purpose  of  "acquiring  the  senses,"  a  particular  material  (curd 
is  mentioned  in  connection  with  Homa,  an  idea  of  which  has  already  been 
derived  from  the  passage  enjoining  the  Agnihotra.     The  formal  meaning 
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of  fiie  above  injunction  is — "  One  is  to  realise  the  accomplishment  of  the 
Senses  by  means  of  curds,  in  connection  with  (i.e.,  as  forming  the  materials 
for)  the  Homa."  Another  name  for  "  Ounaphalavidhi "  is  "  guna- 
karmawdhi." 

(5)  A  "  SagunaJcarmotpattivakya  "  is  a  passage  enjoining  an  action 
together  with  its  accessories — such  as  the  Materials,  Deity,  &c.  As 
an  example  of  this  we  have— "  One  ought  to  sacrifice  with  the  Soma/' 
This  passage  enjoins  the  sacrifice  together  with  the  Suma-plant,  since  the 
injunction  of  a  qualified  action  (here,  the  Soma- Sacrifice)  necessarily  im- 
plies that  of  the  qualification,  (here,  Soma). 

In  certain  cases,  an  "originative  passage"  (Karmotpattiva'kya)  also 
mentions  the  result  of  the  action, — e.g.  "  One  desiring  cattle  is  to  sacri- 
fice with  the  UdbMcL"  The  "  Udbhid  Sacrifice  "  is  not  mentioned  in  any 
other  passage ;  and  in  the  passage  cited  it  is  enjoined,  as  leading  to  the 
acquiring  of  cattle.  Thus  it  is  a  single  sentence  enjoining  the  sacrifice  as 
leading  to  a  certain  result, — thus  serving  the  double  purpose  of  laying  down 
a  sacrifice,  and  also  pointing  out  the  Material  with  which  it  is  to  be 
performed. 

The  Primary  Injunction  (i.e.,  the  passage  simply  mentioning  the  action) 
is  often  such  as  to  be  construed  together  with  its  subsidiary  injunctions 
(i.e.,  those  mentioning  the  accessories  to  the  action  mentioned  in  the  fore- 
going primary  injunction)  ;  and  thus  both  conjointly  come  to  form  a  single 
sentence  and  make  up  the  one  complete  in  junction  of  the  main  action  together 
with  all  its  accessories;  and  such  an  injunction  is  called  a  "  Prayogavidhi."  As 
an  example  of  this,  we  have — "  One  desirous  of  heaven  ought  to  perform  the 
Agnihotra  Sacrifice  ";  this  passage  means  that  "  the  Agent  is  to  conceive  of 
the  acquiring  of  heaven  by  means  of  the  Agnihotra  Sacrifice."  But  there 
instantly  arises  the  question  of  method :  *  How  is  this  sacrifice  to  be 
performed  ?'  And  this  is  answered,  in  regard  to  the  Agnihotra,  &c.,  by 
such  passages  as  "  set  up  the  fire,  put  in  the  fuel,  Ac.,  &c.,"  which  come 
forward  as  laying  down  the  necessity  of  fire,  fuel  and  such  other  things,  in 
the  performance  of  the  Agnihotra  Sacrifice,  And  passages  like  these  ("  set 
up  the  fire,  &c."),  forming  with  the  primary  injunction  ("one  desiring 
heaven  should  perform  the  Agnihotra")  one  single  "  Grand  Injunction'1 
go  to  point  out  the  Agnihotra  Sacrifice  with  all  its  accessories,  designed  for 
the  attainment  of  heaven, — the  whole  thus  meaning  that  "  one  is  to  attain 
heaven  by  means  of  the  Agnihotra  Sacrifice,  performed  with  the  help 
of  its  accessories,  such  as  the  setting  up  of  fire,  the  patting  in  of  fuel, 
the ptirification  of  the  house  and  the  like."  Such  is  the  "  Prayogavidhi*" 
Other  names  for  the  accessories  taken  collectively  are  "  ItthantbhSva " 
and  "  Itikartavyata."  In  the  above  instance,  Agnihotra  is  the  primary 
action,  and  the  setting  up  of  fire,  4cM  are  all  auxiliary  to  it. 
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It  does  not  appear  quite  reasonable  that  momentarily- disappearing 
actions  should  bring  about  any  sucli  future  effects/  us  j  "the  at$aimm&nt  of 
Heaven  and  the  like.  But  the  fact  is  that,  fo>te  eerfcainr  ¥edic  passages, 
we  come  to  know  of  the  capability  of  the  en joined  an;d;  .prohibited  actions 
to  bring  about  certain  results;  and  in  order  to  render  Reasonable  the  pro- 
duction of  future  effects  by  means  of  momentarily*3isappearing  's^cMons 
we  assume  certain  intervening  transcendental  Agen^cie^  In  ihd^sbape  of 
"Punya"  (virtue)  and  "Papa1'  (vice).  Thus  then>  'the  <mks»g  *pf  the 
attainment  of  Heaven  by  Sacrifices  is  not  im^a^did^i^bia.t^  indirect. 
through  the  unseen  agency  of  virtue.  This  is  what-<ft  caJlfci  tihe,Wn$een 
Force  (AdrsJita)  leading  to  a  particular  effect;  and  the^at^se  ointhis 
Unseen  Force  is  the  primary  action,  fitted  up  with  all  its  various 
subsidiaries  preceding  and  following  it,  and  not  the  primary  aeiion  alone 
by  itself.  For,  in  that  case,  the  effects  (attainment  of;  Heaven?,  v&c.) 
too  might  be  said  to  be  brought  about  by  the  primary  alone ;  andi  such 
%  theory  would  lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion — the,  uselessiie$a  ..of 
iae  subsidiaries*  '  *",  •  » 

An  objection  is  here  raised :  "  It  is  not  ngnt  to  assert  tae^  pic-oauefcion 
"  of  the  Unseen  Agency  by  the  Primary  Action  together;  with  iftll  its 
"subsidiaries.  For  the  Primary  Action  is  no  sooner  performed,  than 
"  destroyed,  and  as  such  cannot  profit  by  the  aid  of  its  subsidi^rljss.". ,  * 

To  this,  the  Mimansaka  replies  that  though  no  help  of  th^, sub- 
sidiaries is  possible  to  the  Primary  by  itself,  yet  such  aid  would  be  .quite 
possible  through  an  (intermediate)  Unseen  Force,  brought  about  by  the 
mere  origination  of  the  primary  action  (such  Force  having  the  conven- 
tional name  of  "  Utpattyapurva). "  Because  for  the  fulfilment,  to  the 
Primary,  of  the  full  aid  of  all  its  subsidiaries,  we  conventionally  assume 
the  production  by  the  Primary  alone,  of  such  an  Apurra  intervening 
between  the  Primary  and  the  final  Apurva  directly  leading  to  the  (final 
result).  In  the  same  manner,  the  subsidiaries  too,  being  only  conjointly 
capable  of  helping  the  Primary,  cannot  help  one  another  directly  by 
themselves ;  and,  as  such,  for  the  fulfilment  of  this  mutual  aid  among 
the  subsidiaries  also,  we '  assume  the  production,  of  intermediate  Unseen 
Forces — Utpattyapftrvas — at  each  step  (i.e.,  together  with  every  sub- 
sidiary,— the  one  subsidiary  helping  the  one  following  through  the 
Utpattyapurva  produced  by  itself). 

The  help  of  the  subsidiaries  towards  the  Primary,  as  a  rule,  consists 
in  turning  the  Primary  towards  the  production  of  the  "Great"  Apurva 
leading  to  the  Final  Result.  With  the  Darpa  and  Purnamasa,  however,  the 
case  is  different:  that  is  to  say,  in  these  the  subsidiaries  together  with  the 
Primary  go  collectively  to  form  a  single  Primary.  First  as  to  the  Furnmasa. 


Tfct  *riitiiaipllof    mlylsylySnca    pauraamS- 

*rii"jr?  /  tlit  JlgnBya  Sacrifice;  and  the  sentence 

*  prayacchat  " 

Jwn  »i*  la  the   Paarammlsl    again,   the    Opan^u- 

m  la«  J           bj  the  "  Tftvabruta,  Ac."    All  these  three 

ftfjiscti^'i                 Ujr  tie  "Prlmarj*1  In  toe  Paurnamasi,     In 

.ignSya,  the  Agnishomiya,  and    the 

rjpffaft  —  »*    tMv»    the  '*  Ya   e*ram,   Ac.,"  where    the    word 

'                       "  i«  in  the  and,  as  soch,  denotes  the  fact  of  all 

f              a  groop.     Hence,  In  the  Yeda,  the  word 

"                    "  if  to  be  as  denoting  all  these  fchree  —  AgnSya, 

fche  following  objection:      "In  the  sea- 

Ac.,  them    is  no    word    denoting    *  sacrifice  *  - 

m  cma  the  be  said  to  enjoin    a    sacrifice  ?  '* 

4»l  lt,e  tint  ii  is,  that  the  word   *  Igneja  *  =  t  hat   (Pnro- 

v*i*4   M  to  Pin  m  itt  Deity;    and  this  word  being 

with    |4fa|   qualifying)    Purola^a,    connotes  the  relation   of 

lit  T-.^rj)  with  ih0  Deity  (Fire).     But  such  relation  is 

wvt  iii  flat  of  some  sort  of  a  sacrifice;    and  the  word 

'  "    too  noililog  more  than    *  the  offering  of    certain 

t©  &  Deity/    Therefore  the  relation  of  Material  and 

Deity  kM  in  the  passage    (by  the  word    '  AgnZya9) 

to  the  of  the  passage  being  the  injunction  of  a 

of  the  passage  thus  being   "one  Is  to  con- 

erie   cf    feet  »,ia    by  of  a    Sacrifice  to  be  performed  on    the 

%f  for  Its  Material  the  Pim?*%a  consecrated  to  the 

A«Nty  Fire  Sl  any  passage  declares   the  relation  of 

lad    D«ty-«jr.,   **  Sa^ryawwriinmrwipS/,"—  we    ha?e    to   Infer 

llif  of  &  by  means  of  the  relation  of  the  Deity  (Snn 

«  the  ' 

ii  fatre  »Is«i  to  the  effect  thafc  the  passage  enjoin- 
i*t  t't  IF%^s^nficf  it  devoid  of  «ij  injnncfiTe  ending,  and  as  such 
»»  «»^l   U  taken  M  a  real  Injunction.      Bnfe  the  present  tense  io' 
1  Vti     a  att  be  uk«n  «  standing  for  tlie  injnnoUve  :  because  wherever 
'  fMre  ending  we  ha^  to  MsEme  a  like  change.     Others 

;•  Ta>ti  «  «  belonging  to  the  %  class,  and  thus  ha,S 


r»      - 
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group,  expressed  by  the  word  "  Am&v&sySm  "  in  the  accusative  singular, 
occuring  in  the  passage  4i  Ya  8vamvid'V&nam&vft8y8>m1  &G"  Hence,  in  the 
Veda,  wherever  we  meet  with  the  word  "  Dar^a,"  we  hare  to  interpret 
it  as  denoting  all  the  above  three  taken  collectively.  Another  reason  for 
making  the  words  "  Dar^a  "  and  "  Paurnamasa  "  each  denote  each  of  the 
two  trios  mentioned  above  is  the  explanation  of  the  dual  ending  in 
"  DarpapaurnamSsabhyam  svargak&mo  yafota" — which  (dual  ending)  could 
not  be  explained  if  each  were  to  denote  severally  each  member  of  the  trio 
individually,  in  which  case,  the  plural  ending  would  he  necessary. 

Thus  then,  the  Prayd/a  and  the  rest,  mentioned  in  proximity 
to  the  fruitful  Agndya,  are  subsidiaries  to  the  six  sacrifices  beginning 
with  the  AgnSya;  and  the  meaning  of  the  passage  "  Dargapaurnamft* 
sabhy&m  yajsta "  would  be  this :  "  One  is  to  produce  the  Unseen  Force 
leading  to 'Heaven  by  means  of  all  the  sacrifices  that  go  collectively  to 
form  the  two  groups  of  *  Darpa  '  and  *  Paurnamasa,1  taken  together." 

Question  r  '  How  can  the  two  sets,  occuring  at  different  times,  be  said 
to  act  together  ? ' 

Answer:  Though  they  cannot  act  together  by  themselves,  yet  the 
three  constituent  factors  of  each  would  each  produce  a  distinct  Unseen 
Force ;  and  it  is  through  these  several  Unseen  Forces,  that  the  two  sets 
would  act  conjointly. 

Question :  '  How  can  the  three  parts  of  one  produce  a  single  Unseen 
Force  ? ' 

Answer ;  Each  of  the  three,  when  taken  together  with  the  subsidiaries 
Prayaja,  <fec,,  are  said  to  produce  one  Unseen  Force  for  the  complete  set ; 
and  because  each  of  the  three  cannqt,  by  itself,  be  accompained  by  the 
whole  host  of  subsidiaries,  therefore  the  three  sacrifices  are  said  to  produce 
three  original  Unseen  Forces  ( 'Utpattyapurvas)  \  and  it  is  through  these 
that  each  of  the  three  becomes  connected  with  all  the  subsidiaries.  Aud 
because  the  subsidiaries,  Prayaja,  <fcc.,  cannot  by  themselves  be  taken  with 
the  Primary,  therefore  this  conjunction  too  is  to  be  accepted  as  accom- 
plished through  the  several  original  Unseen  ^Forces.  Further,  there  is 
a  conjunction  of  the  original  Unseen  Force  produced  by  the  Primary 
and  those  produced  by  the  subsidiaries,  Prayaja,  &c. ;  and  it  is  thig. 
conjunction  that  constitutes  the  fact  of  the  Primary  being  equipped  with 
all  its  subsidiaries.  vSimilarly,  in  the  Paurnamasa,  the  three  Unseen 
Forces,  produced  by  the  three  subsidiaries  Agneya,  &c.,  in  company  with 
those  produced  by  the  Prayaja,  &G.,  bring  about  the  one  Unseen  Fotce, 
that  belongs  to  the  complete  three-fold  set.  In  the  same  manner,  in  the 
Darfa,  the  three  Unseen  Forces,  produced  by  the  Agneya  and  the  Aindm, 
together  with  those  produced  by  the  subsidiaries,  bring  about  a  single 
Unseen  Force,  which  belongs  to  the  whole  three-fold  set.  These  two  Unseen 
3 


Fftr«*«  f»f  ?l  P  t wff  aa  tiej  are  by  the  three  original 

of  ti*  and  the  rest,  produce  the  final  Phal&p&rw — 

f  *e  I  »rre  from  the         result.   Thus  the  meaning  of  the 

it                    is  to  Heaven  to  himself  by  means 

tf  tbf  7>rj*j— fl*?--J*4ittr  through  Unseen  Forces.1    Thus  then, 

*!,*  f  2'ilw?at  <if  the  Force  necessitates  tbe  performance 

of  the  ill  ita  subsidiaries;  and  the  injunction  that 
tin  fed  ii  the  " 


is  into  4  parts—  the  FMW,  the  Arthav8da9  the 

and  tie  ;         we  proceed  to  explain  each  of  these  in 

VIDEO1. 

(TviiEcfes)  is  of  three  kinds  •  (1)   «  ApBnavidhi,"    (2) 
(3)  "PflnMAArfyaricHt." 

CD  Of  the  that  enjoins  an  action  that  lias  not  been  laid 

is  an    "  Apfirvavidhi"   (Z&   the  iBJunction    of 

;  e.g.,  "  Frilltj  prokthati,"  a  passage  occurring  in  connec- 
tion wills  tit  Z?3*---:.p.7»r»-jTK^2—  without  tills  passage,  we  conld  in  no 
waj  mj  idea  of  the  of  the  cor»  to  be  employed  in  the 


(2)  Tit  that  restricts  the  procedare  of  a  certain  action  laid 

is   called  u  NtysmamdM   (EestrictiTe  Injnnc- 

e.g.,   M  r^j^araSaa/iV  A  passage  also  occurring  iu  connection 

with   tit  If  we  had  not  this   passage,  then,  with 

tu  tit  as  *ftm&f»£  does  for  the  removal  of 

tf»  from  the  for  the   purpose  of     making  the    u  Cake  " 

la  tht  injimctdon,—  ao,  in  the  same  manner,  we  could 

»I*>  haje  to  the  of  remoTing  the  chaff  by  tearing  each 

gram    fcj  the  aaili;  and  lience  in  the  latter  case,  as  the  work  could  be 

done  fej   other  would  not    be    necessarily    required  - 

uJ  M  laehit   eonli  only    have    a  partial  application    (optional  with 

tie   tenv    t,    lit  «&).     In    the   fcoe,    however,    of    the   aforesaid 

i"«'-:T:^rrf       Wiamf^We  have  ife  ^feinctlj  laid  down  that  the 

rial   M  to  be  »«ored  bj  llr«l%    alone;    and    the   nafl^wciM    is 

stt  tiide  onee  for  all.      Oy«Ii«;  «  Sbce  the  ttail-pra^s  serres  our 

realricting  of  the  process  to  tbe  latter 
rTS    i.*^*  E0ISO;   ^^^t  is  admitted  that  the 
?'  r*8"  °f  ^mes  a  ^Wn 

bj  t!lt  olte  procefs)  fa  aadit|on 
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effect  in  the  shape  of  the  speedier  removal  of  the  chaff.  This  Unseen 
Force  is  added  to  the  final  effective  Unseen  Force,  through  the  original 
Apurva  of  the  Sacrifice  itself.  Thus  then,  as  without  the  Unseen  Force 
brought  ahout  by  the  Restriction,  no  final  ApUrva  would  be  possible, 
bhe  Restriction  cannot  be  said  to  be  purposeless, 

(3)  When  two  objects  happen  to  be  mentioned  as  equally  applicable 

'.n  a  certain  case,  the  passage  that  serves  to  preclude  one  of  them  is  called" 

£  Parisankhyavidhi  "  ;  e.g.,  in  connection  with  the  Oayana,  we  read :  "  1m- 

Imagrbhnanrasandmrta$ye'tyacvabhidhantm8datte'" — whereby     the    Mantra 

lerein  mentioned  is  found  to  appertain  to  the  holding  of  the  horse's  reins 

"n  the  absence  of  this  passage  the  Mantra  merely  mentioning  the  "  holding 

>£  the  reins"  would  find  itself  appertaining  to  the  holding  of  the  reins 

f  the  ass,  by  means  of  the  "Unga"     consisting  of  the  capacity  of  the 

f. antra  expressing  merely  the  "  holding  of  the  reins."    When,  however,  we 

tave  the  aforesaid  injunction,  we  have  it  clearly  laid  down  that  the  said 

fantrd  is  to  be  employed  in  holding  the  reins  of  the  horse,  and  not  those  of 

he  ass, — which  latter  is  to  be  held  silently  (without  any  Mantra).    Thus 

re  find  that  the  passage  quoted  sets  aside  the  application  of  the  Mantra 

rith  regard  to  the  reins  of  the  ass,  which,  together  with  the  reins  of  the 

orse,  would,  otherwise,  be  equally  related  to  the  Mantra  in  question. 


We  have  said  above  that  the  Prayaja,  &c.,  are  subsidiaries  to  the 
Darfa-Pauraamasa,"  Now  then,  the  "authority"  for  accepting  such 
ibordinate  character  is  sixfold — (1)  "pruti"  (Direct  Assertion),  (2) 
Liiiga"  (Indirect  Implication),  (3)  "Vakya"  (Syntactical  Connection), 
'0  "  Prakarana  "  (Context),  (5)  "  Sthana  "  (Position),  and  (6)  «  Sama- 
iy§'*  (Name). 

In  the  Agnihotra-passage — "Dadhna  juhuyat" — the  'offering*  is 
:pressed  by  the  word  "  Juhuyat ; "  and  with  reference  to  this  *  offering ' 
3  find  mentioned  the  "  Dadhi,"  which  we  at  once  make  out,  on  account 
its  instrumental  ending,  to  be  the  Material  that  is  to  be  offered.  Thus 
en,  in  the  present  instance  -we  find  that  the  fact  of  the  Dadhi  being 
bsidiary  to  the  offering  is  directly  mentioned  by  the  passage  above 
.oted. 

"Ldnga"  is  "Samarthya,"  Power.  It  is  twofold — belonging  to 
3  Meaning  and  to  the  Word,  As  an  instance  of  the  former,  we  have 
3  following :  Tke  passage  "  Sruvena  avadyati "  asserts  the  general  fact  of 
vadana'  (cutting)  being  accomplished  by  means  of  the  Srnva ,*  bat  the 
wer  (or  capacity)  of  tha  Sruva  is  such  that  any  *  cutting  '.by  it  can  refer 
Ly  to  fluid  materials,  like  butter,  &c.,  and  not  to  solid  ones,  as  Puro^a^a 
1  the  like  j  and  as  such  the  Sruva  comes  to  be  a  subsidiary  oaly  t<y  the 


rf  tttt  9ttd  The  01  »  word  lies  in  %  dtnofeig 

*  **f .,  tht  **  nirvftplmi "  forms  part  of 

tfe*  of  the  won!  *Nirv»p«nif 

ifi  ttt         ef  tht 

*  **    -  or  Connection)    consists  in   the 
of  i                                        with  other  words ;  «,f .,  the  mantra 

tfi  Ac,**  a  SJ  tnbiidiary  to  the  'chopping  of 

tfet          '  cu  of  the  of  the  mantra  with  tie 

*  *"  after  the  mantra).    Graga.ni, 
"              jnihtain,*'  Ac,*  the  words  are  syntactically  connec- 

t*d  wuh  the  Ttrto  ** Kir? apftiai1"  (following  upon  the  mantra);  mid 
ii  tJbe  if  u  to  the  s  Nirvlpa.* 

**  F-aViri^A  *9  { to&ttxt}  la  "  want,"    As  for  example, 

i*   tifa*  **  r-ArjArairaamSRablijata  iv»rgmklmo  yajita**^ — whieh 

i»  to  aa   unseen  agency   leading    Mm 

to  by  of   the  and  Pimraanilsa   sacrifices* — the 

in*  that  is— "How,  by    what  process,   is  the  unseen 

to  bt  by  of  the  two  sacrifices  ? JJ    Again, 

k  p.i.rr.tj  to  the  e& joining  the  sftcriiom  'JLgnSya'  and 

lit          (whioh  Art  of  tlit  Dar^a  and  Paur^amisa),   with  tiieir 

we          with  aa  "  Tantaapltam  yajati,  &c.,s>  without 

the  of  Tlien  with  reference  to  these  latter,  there 

of  queiium- — M  what  is  to  be  the  result  of  all  these 

I  **    Thai  then,  being  ft  want  of  remit  with  regard  to  the 

**  **  lgmly%"  Ac*«  And  that  of  the  procedure  with  regard  to  the 

*  and  we  Ind  a  between  the  two  sets 

of  "Pmk&m^a," — and  thereby  arrive 

at  tit  the  "Praylja,"  Uign8ya,"  &c.y  are  subsidiary  to 

**  a&d 

**  Silato***  •  ii  vrc-ii^iity  ;  e,jn  coming  across  with  the  mantra 

&t%**   in  proximity  to  the   "Sfonayja"  vessels 

i&t  card)  we  infer  that  the  mantra  is  subser- 

to          has  iti  in)  the  rinsing  of  these  vessels. 

"  w  is  As  for  example,  certain  actions  having  been 

in  the  Adhraxyu  Chapter,  the  fact  of  ^AdhrazyaTa"  beiBg 
tkt  \c*f  the  to  the  concloiioB  that  the  Adhvarjns 

art  llit  of  as  sncbf  are  suteidlarj  to  (i.e., 

irf  tl)  tiara,    Again*  IB  connection  with  the  passage  **Ain- 

J:.iy;  .AL  :lii'.»*,  .  l  t.  .!  .r:::rT"ir?t  prafikltraiL1*  the  "  Aindragni  "  sscri- 
i  '  **>  *<:\  >•*  -  j1  * ' '  rv-'-T1  **  Kimyitthti " ;  bence  the  naming  of 
ikt  "*U1>LA  vl':.I-  *r7.c:.",  Ac«s  Ac*/1  si  the  *4  KamjSshtiyljya- 

**  to   the  that   these   latter  (mantras ^ 


*re  to  be  used  as  yajyftriuvakyl*  (to  tie  AlnSr^ign%  sacrificed,  called 
'KamyesKti"),— that  is  to  say,  these  mantras  are  subsidiary  to  the 
A.indrQgni  sacrifices. 


When  "  Direct  Assertion  "  and  the  rest  happen  to  have  a  common 
Abject  of  application,  their  respective  authority  depends  upon  the  order 
n.  which  they  are  mentioned  above — i.e.,  "  Position "  is  stronger  than 
1  Name,"  "  Context "  than  "  Position "  amd  so  on,    "  Direct  Assertion  " 
icing  the  strongest  of  alL    As  for  example,  in  the  Agnihotra  section  we 
aeet  with  the  passage  "  Kada  ca  nastarlrasityaindrya  garhapatyamupa- 
ishthate";  and  here  from  the  "Power"  of  the  word  " Aindrya,"  the 
mntra  "  Kada  ca  na,  &c.,"  would  from  part  of  the  adoration  of  Indra ; 
'hereas  the  direct  instrumental  ending  in  "  Aindrya,"  and  the  accusative 
tiding  in  "  garhapatyam  "  connects  the  mantra  directly  with  the  Garha- 
atya  sacrifice ;  and  therefore,  the  former  connection  of  the  mantra  with 
adra,  based  on  "Power,"  is  set  aside  in  favour  of  the  latter,  based  upon 
Direct  Assertion,"    This  theory  of  comparative  strength  is  based  upon 
le  fact  that  "  Direct  Assertion  "  lays  down  directly  whatever  it  has  to 
asert  j  whereas  "  Power "  stands  in  need  of  the  assumption  of  an  inter- 
suing  "  Direct  Assertion ;  and  the  reason  for  this  is  that  nothing  can  be 
igarded  as  authoritatively  valid  unless  it  is  laid  down  in  the  Veda  directly* 
hus,  in  the  given  example,  finding  the  "  Power"  of  the  word  "Ajadrya" 
>f  erring  to  Indra,  we  stand  in  need  of  a  "  Direct  Assertion  "  in  the  form 
Aindrya  Indramupatisbthati,"  before  we  can  assert  the  application  of 
.e  mantra  to  the  adoration  of  Indra.     But  such  an  assumption  is  not 
irrantable  because  of  another  relation  (of  the  mantra,  with  Garhapatya) 
ing  laid  down  by  "Direct  Assertion."     In  case,  however,  where  there  is 
"  Direct  Assertion  " — as  in  the  case  of  "  AgnayS  jushtan  nirvapami  " — 
0  ".  Povrer "  of  the  word  <c  Nirvapami  "  at  once  connects  the   mantra 
th  "Nirvapa,"   through  the  assumption  of  an  intermediate    "Direct 
isertion  "  in  the  form—*1  By  means:  of  this  mantra,  one  should  perform 
e  Nirvapa."    Because  in  this   case,  there  is  no  objection  to  such  an 
sumption  (since  in  this  case  we  have  no  u  Direct  Assertion  "  bearing 
itimony  to  any  other  interpretation). 

Similarly,  in  the  passage  "syonantg  sadanam  kr^omi  .,.  tasmin  sida," 
5  word  "tasmin,"  from  its  very  nature,  connects  the  latter  sentence 
tnsmin  slda  ")  with  the  former  ("  syonante,  <fcc.")  ;  and  this  syntactical 
mection  would  make  only  one  mantra  of  the  two  sentences ;  whereas 
Wer "  would  make  two  different  mantras  of  them,  owing  to  the  fact 
bt  the  "Power"  of  the  former  sentence  indicates  "Sadana"  (Home, 
it),  and  that  the  latter  indicates  "Sadana"  (making  to  sit).  And 


because  u Fewer  "  Is  stronger  tlai*  ^Syntactical  Connection,"  and  as  'such 
mis  it  aside,  therefore  we  conclude  that  the  munfcra  "syonante,  <fec.** 
is  related  to  Sadana,  and  "  tasmin  sida "  to  Sfidana.  The  reason  for 
**  Power  "  being  .stronger  than  "  Syntactical  Connection  "  is  that,  as  in  the 
above  instance,  "  Syntactical  Connection"  will  reduce  the  two  sentences 
into  one,  and  then  will  necessitate  the  assumption  of  the  "Power"  of 
"Sadana,"  and  then,  lastly,  it  will  also  stand  in  need  of  the  assumption 
of  a  "  Direct  Assertion "  to  the  effect  that  "  one  is  to  perform  Sadana 
liy  means  of  the  two  sentences  taken  collectively  as  one  mantra."  On  the 
other  hand,  in  the  case  of  the  application  of  "  Power "  which  directly 
indicates  Sadana,  all  that  is  necessary  is  the  assumption  of  a  "  Direct 
Assertion "  to  the  effect  that  "  one  is  to  perform  Sadana,  by  means  of  the 
mantra  syonantS,  :&c."  And  thus  we  find  that  the  latter  interpretation 
is  a  step  shorter  than  the  former*  And  the  signification  being  thus 
complete,  nothing  more  is  required ;  and  as  such  it  precludes  the  neces- 
sity of  assuming  another  "Direct  Assertion"  through  the  assumption 
of  another  "Power,"  on  the  strength  of  mere  "  Syntactical  Connection." 
It  is  for  this" reason  that  "  Power  "  is  said  to  be  stronger  than  "  Syntactical 
Connection/'  which,  is  a  step  farther,  and  more  complicated  than  the 
former,  and  is  therefore  set  aside  by  it, 

In  the  same  manner,  "  Context "  is  set  aside  by  "  Syntactical  Con- 
nection," "Position"  by  "Context,"  and  "  ISTame"  by  "  Position  j"  and 
"  Direct  Assertion  "  sets  aside  all. 


The  subsidiary  character  of  a  certain  action  consists  in  its  being 
mentioned  for  the  sake  of  another  (action) ;  and  this  latter  fact  con- 
sists in  its  forming  a  helpful  part  in  the  performance  of  an  action  by  the 
agent.  This  definition  would  apply  to  the  Prayajas  as  forming  parts  of 
the  <c  Dar$a  and  Paurnamasa,"  inasmuch  as  with  regard  to  the&e  latter,  the 
former  form  part  of  the  performance  of  these  by -the  agent. 

Subsidiaries  are  of  two  kinds:  (1)  The  "  Sannipatyopakaraka " 
and  (2)  the  "  Aradupafcaraka." 

The  Subsidiaries — which,  directly  or  indirectly  make  up  the  pri- 
mary Sacrifice,  and  then,  though  this  latter,  bring'  about  its  f<  Original 
Apiirva "— -are  the  "  Sannipatyopakarakas ;  "  e.g.,  the  various  corns, 
Vrihi  and  the  rest,  and  the  "  threshing,"  &a,  of  these,  as  also  the  Deities 
(Agni,  &c.)  and  the  sacrificial  mautras  related  thereto.  The  "sprinkling 
of  water  "  (over  the  corn)  helps  towards  the  "  cake  "  through  a  certain 
sanctity,  produced  thereby  in  the  corns;  the  "threshing"  helps  through 
the  visible  effect  in  .the  shape  of  the  removal  of  the  chaff ;  and  lastly, 
the  corn  helps  towards  it  by  means  of  the  flour,  And  by  means  of  this 


"dake,"  the  above  "three  bring  about  the  Sacrifice  and  its  "Original 
Apurva/1  The  form  of  the  sacrifice  itself  is  accomplished  by  the  Deities 
directly,  and  by  the  sacrificial  mantras  indirectly,  through  the  sanctifica- 
tion  of  the  Deities.  And  it  is  by  means  of  the  form  of  the  sacrifice  that 
the  "  Original  Apurva"  is  brought  about.  Because  a  sacrifice  consists1 
only  in  the  offering  of  certain  materials  to  certain  Deities ;  and  further, 
because  the  material  and  the  Deity  are  recognised  as  conjointly  consti- 
tuting the  form  of  the  sacrifice. 

Those  that  bring  about  an  :" Apurva"  inherent  in  themselves  are 
called  the  "Aradupakarakas,"  e.g.,  the  "Prayaja"  the  "IjyabhSga, 
"  Anuyajya"  and  the  like.  These  do  not  produce  any  sanctification,*  either 
of  the  Deity  or  of  the  material.  They  simply  bring  about  the  "  Apurva" 
in  themselves. 


Actions  in  general  are  of  two  kinds  :  "  Arthakarma  "  (Primary)  and 
"  Gunakarma "  (Secondary).  The  former  are  those  that  produce  an 
"  Apurva  "  in  themselves,— e.g.,  the  "Agnihotra,  "  Dar^a-Paurnamasa, " 
blie  "Prayajas,"  and  the  like.  Of  the  latter  kind  are  those  that  are 
simply  purificatory  in  their  character;  i.e.>  which  only  serve  to  purify, 
and  thus  render  fit  for  use,  certain  materials- 

These  latter  (the  Grunakarma)  again  are  twofold:  (1)  Those  sancti- 
fying the  materials  being  used,  and  (2)  those  sanctifying  the  materials 
bo  be  used  hereafter.  Of  these  the  former  are  called  "  Pratipatti karma  " — 
•/he  word  "  pratipatti "  meaning  the  laying  aside  in  its  proper  place  of 
naterials  occupying  the  hands  of  the  Agent,  e.g.,  the  "  eating  of  Ida,"  the 
1  Caturavatta  Homa  "  and  the  like. 

An  objection  is  raised  in  this  connection  :  "  The  eating  of  the  Ida 
insists  in  the  laying  out  of  the  c  Cake  *  which  occupies  the  agent's  hand 
n  a  Primary  Sacrifice;  and  as  such  it  could  reasonably  be  classed  as 
pratipatti.'  But  a  Homa,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  tend  to  sanctify 
>  material  being  used  in  the  sacrifice ;  and  as  such  how  can  that  be 
ailed  a  '  Pratipatti  ? '  Because  a  Homa  occurring  simultaneously  with 
he  sacrifice,  the  materials  purified  by  the  Homa — such  as  the 
1  Caturavatta  "  and  the  like — cannot  be  said  to  be  in  the  course  of  "being  used. 
?he  reply  is:  A  Pratipatti  consists  only  in  the  sanctification  of  what 
*  in  course  of  use  (in  general),  arid  not  merely  in  what  is  in  course 
f  use  in  the  Primary  Sacrifice.  For,  if  the  latter  were  the  case,  then 
he  "  removal  of  ijhe  blood  "  simultaneously  with  that  of  the  "  fat,  heart, 
sa,"  following  tbe  slaughter"  of  the  animal,  would  not  be  ,a  "  Pratipatfci  "  ; 
iecause  this  would  not  be  the  removal  Of  "  material  being  used  in  a 
ticriftce.  And  further,  the  "casting  &way  pf  the  black  horn  "  'wouM 


»dhr 

BO!  fee*  for  fteUaok  born  is  wed  IB  scotching 

tbft  body  (of  tit  Tajam*:*),  jet  It  fa  nol  iiMd  in  the  ^fi~Md~J; 

nil  tot  fa  to  »    -Prmtopmte      »  to 

bet  of  to  W»t  im  any  «,ty  «rf  *»  a  «aen)ft*.    And   hence, 

ee  the  M,  Ac.,  of  tit  w  •!*  used  in  one  waj  or  the  other, 

toy  ccme  to  be  ela«ed  «  "  And  thus  the  definition  would 

ipply  to  "Hum*"  dio;  there  ti>os  tbe  M  C*tnnw»tt%    &c.»  are 

ia          war  or  other,  at 

I  it  »  "  in  of  tfaw  kindfl :    ( 1)  One  following  to  Pnmarj 

(2)  oneooenraBgiimultwieowily  withit;  and  (3)  one  preceding 

It    To  to  flnt  order  to  ss*tiBg  of  I#"  and  the  Hke;  and 

to  to  a  Hoa*  w  ml  to  rest    In  to  4<  Dwpt-RwrnMntor  Section 

wo  « Drirliaralio1    miljafcl/1    *€  BaMabbi- 

juhotii."     From  among  tliese,  in  ibe  last, 

it  bo  »M  tot  the   C*tramtt»  passage    being   supplementary 

to  lit*  Ctttummtta  as  a  material  for  it.    Because  tbe 

bat  not  jet  anywhere  mentioned  bj  itself,  and  as  sncn 

fe«  »  iippliment  to  it    Nor  can  14  be  urged  that  Honia  is 

IB  to  "  Tadigniya,  *o->f    Because  thia  last  passage  is 

of  the  sacrifice  (m&  oofc  of  Homa) ;  and  it  cannot  be  said 

tbat  Horn*  ii  witb  the  wcrilce.    Because  a  sacrifice  consists  in 

tbe  of  a  certain  material  to  a   certain  Deity,  whereas  Homa 

of  the   throwing  of   tbe  materials    into  the  fire.     Therefore, 

tbe  44  Yndftgnlya,  &e."  is  declaratory  of  the  sacrifice, 

yet  to  indicate  the  "throwing  in  "  of  the  materials  (and 

M  «ch$  not  declaratory  of  the  Homa)s  the  Cafciiravatta  passage 

be  laid  to  be  supplementary  to  it.    The  fact  is  that  the  passages 

Iowa  the  "spreading  of  tbe  grass1*  (uptutarana),  u twice  cutting** 

(Jrp«iiuiliTi«|  and  the  u  ponring  ont  of  butter'*   (abhigJiSrana)  indicate 

the  uCatnrarttta,  "  fourfold  cutting;  and  the  word  "  jahoti  "  lays  down 

tie  *' throwing  in"*  thereof  (in  iU  proper  place)  as  purificatorj  of  it; 

iBtl  thii  u  purification '*  is  of  the  form  of  "pratipatti"  pure  and  simple* 

Far  of  tlse  two  ulternatiTm — (1 )  the  pratipatti-thip  o!  the  *  Cak© J  prepared 

for  tic  deities  Agni,  Ac.,  forming  part  of  the  primary  sacrifice,  in  accordance 

»s  "  jashtamabbigb&raySmi"  and  the  like,  and 

u  in  the  sacrifice,  and  (2)  the  pratipatti* 

of  the  l4  throwing  in f*  of   the  "  aY&dina w   (cut  portions)  of  the 

*4C»I«"  (which  are  used    ia  the  sacrifice  diredl^)t — the  latter  is  de- 

cidedly  the  this  **  purification  "  is  simultaneous 

witb  the  Primary  Action,    For  the  Homa  is  enjoined  as  following  the 

(the  uttering  of  UieiyllaUe  4Va«hats)»  and  the  sacrifice 

tj  the  li         t cjoiatd  aa  odmrring  at  the  same  time*  and  he  is 
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reminded  of  this  by  the  mention  of  "  Yashatkara " ;  and  hence  the 
simultaneity  of  the  Homa  and  the  sacrifice.  All  this^has  been  explained 
in  the  "Vartika"  on  the  "  Pradhanadhikarana."  As  an  example  of 
Pratipatti  preceding  the  Primary,  we  have — the  "removal  of  the  blood, 
&c.,"  which  naturally  precede  the  offering  of  the  flesh.  This  is  explained 
in  the  Vartika,  under  the  sutra  "  Pa9§vanalambhat,  &c." 

The  second  kind  of  Gunakarma  the  "  Upayokshyamanasanskara " 
is- also  of  various  kinds:  (1)  The  one  directly  sanctifying  the  material 
used,  (2)  the  one  sanctifying  a  material  helping  another  which  directly 
conduces  to  the  action,  and  (3)  one  preparing  a  material  to  be  presented 
later  on,  and  so  forth.  Of  the  former  class  is  the  "  threshing  of  the  corn  " 
which  signifies  the  preparation  of,  the  corn  already  prescribed  in  a 
preceding  passage, — "  One  .ought  to  sacrifice  with  corns/*  To  the  second 
class  belong  such  actions  as  the  "  fetching  of  the  calf."  To  the  directly 
used  material,  the  cow,  calf  is  of  service,  as  being  neccessary  for  the 
milking  of  it,  and  the  "fetching"  is  purificatory  of  the  calf,  which 
is  thus  only  indirectly  an  aid  to  the  sacrifice.  As  an  example  of  (3), 
we  have  the  passage  "  Pats  curd*  into  hot  milk— -this  is  the  VaicvadSvl 
Araiksha."  Here  the  pronoun  "  this  "  lays  down  the  future  employment 
of  "  milk  "  in  the  Yai9vadeva  sacrifice,  and  the  "  curd  "  to  be  put  therein 
is  thus  the  means  of  the  preparation  of  the  special  form  of  milk  required 
in  the  Yaicvadeva  sacrifice.  The  "  Pa$u  "  and  the  "  Puro<Ji9a  "  sacrifices, 
on  the  other  hand,  are  for  the  preparation  of  the  Deities  directly 
employed,  as  well  as  of  those  going  to  "be  employed,  and  also  for  the  pro- 
duction of  a  particular  Unseen  Force,  with  regard  to  the  offering 
(of  the  materials  to  the  Deities).  Because  the  Deity  Agmshoma  is  the 
object  of  embellishment  by  the  "  Paeu,"  the  "  Puroda^a,"  <fcc.  j  and  this 
Deity  is  already  employed  in  the  "  Yapa-Yaga  n  and  is  also  laid  down  as 
one  to  be  employed  in  the  sacrifice  with  the  heart  and  other  parts  of  the 
animal's  body.  The  "  Svishtakrt "  Sacrifice  is  for  the  preparation  of  the 
directly  employed  with  regard  to  the  material  and  the  Deity,  and  also  for  the 
sake  of  the  production  of  an  Unseen  Force,  with  regard  to  the  offering. 
In  the  same  manner,  the  "  Suktavakasadhanapramana "  is  preparatory 
of  the  Deity  to  "be  employed  in  the  first  Prayaja,  and  as  such  belongs  to  the 
third  class;  and  with  reference  to  the  materials,  it  is  for  the  sake  of 
an  Unseen  Force.  The  "  Fat-offering "  (Yasa-Homa),  preceding  the 
"  sacrifice  of  the  heart,  &c.,"  is  a  "  pratipatti  "  with  regard  to  the  calf  \ 
but  otherwise  it  is  for  the  sake  of  an  Unseen  Force. 

Some  people,  however,  define  "  Pratipatti-karma  "  as  an  action 
consisting  in  an  embellishment  or  preparation,  other  than  that  of  the 
materials  to  be  employed.  The  material  "  Caturavatta "  having  been 
burnt  by  the  Homa,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  material  to  be  used  in  the 
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an*!  M  «neh  it  bat  Be  other  than  the  H0m%—  which  thug 

la  the  The  following  is  the  only  peon- 

in  the  definition?— In  ma  "Arthakarma"    the  Action  is 

iropoiUnt  than  the  material  wlsleli  is  subservient   to  the  Action, 

t  j  ,  in  :Li*  A^itiLutra  *s  OaJhi  "  is  the  Material  (and  as  such  of  secondary 

Iw ing    Aubfterrieui    to    the    sacrifice    itself) ;    while    in    a 

41  it  h  the  is  the  esseiitiai  factor,  and  the 

Arfion  B  iabord'iuu*  la  tbe    material,    e.g.,    in    the  passage   "Trihln. 

|irdk*hAti,M  t!aj  SMTnaatlre  ending1  in   "Viihin,"  connotes  the  fact 

of  liitf  "com"    lirlij^    the    substratum    of    the    Action    u  Prokshana, " 

we  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Action  is  subordinate  to 

tie  wliich  thus  the  essential  position* 

division    of    "GuQakarma"    is  into — (1)  The  "Utpatti" 
'2-  The  uiptrf  (Acquisitive),  (3)  The  "Yikrti11  (Modi- 
Sfttorj},          !,4    t*a»  *fc  S&askffi  n  (Purificatory).    As  ac  example  of  (1), 
we  tlif    fulhwiiig;—  The    different    kinds  of    Fires — Jlhavamya, 

§nd     Lftukika— though    already   placed  in  the   Ennda,   are 
,:t  to  be  C(,*iHocrateii  by  Bach  mantras  m  "  Agninadadhita  "  and 

flit  like;  and  as  are  brought  into  existence  in  their  new  consecrated 

Cousi^quently,  the  "Consecration,"   bringing  about  an  embellish- 
ment to  the  prtdnrtLn   uf   tLu   Fires,  is  called   the   4S  Utpatti- 
"    (produu'tive    embellishment).     ^2)    As    an    example    of  the 
**Apti,"  we  have  the  asymriny  i/  tJtc  \\ila  by  study,  indicated  by  sucli 
a«  u  Sfiillijijo  dhjGtavyah  "  and  the  like.     (3)  As  an  example 
of    tb  Vikrti  "    we  9|  Vrihiuavahanti/'    where   the    u  threshing  *'  is 
the    ^modifying    embiilliahinent,"'  because    it  removes   the    chaff 
frcia  the  coru,  and  thus  a  change  in  it,     (4)  As  an  example 
of  kiS*n8krtiM   we            *'  Vriidu  pruksiiati/1  where  the  "sprinkling  of 
water'*             the  corns    is  called    ^Bauskfti  *f    because    it  produces  a 
kind  o!  sanctity  in  the  corns.     In  the  abore5  the  **  consecration 9t 
iol  tbe  fires/ and  u  Study*'  are  independent  *(  Guiiakarmas "   by  them* 
not   m                       to  s&erltiees;  whereas  the   *s  sprinkling 
of               Ao  ?'f  Mil   u  threshing  "  are   secondary  "  Gti^akaraaas,"  being 

ieut  to        aaciificea. 

Fnoiary  i  Aithakarma)  are  of  three  kinds :  (1)  "  Necessary  n 

or  " Obligatory M  (Nitja),  it)  "Periodical11  or  "Occasional"  (Naimit- 
tika1*,  aint  iji)  "Optional1"  or  u Performed  for  some  "particular  object" 
{ Klmya^  As  an  of  (1),  we  have  the  injunction  of  the  obligatory 

of  Agiiiiiotra  both  moraiug  and  evening,  to  the  end  of  one's 
hie,    As  an  of  the  u  STaimittika1'  wtf  have  the  performance  of 

tht  "Pathikrt'*  ind  "  4c,,  for  the  remo?ai  of  the  impediments 

to  tlit  rafcr*v;i^^  of  the  "Dai 9*"  and  "  Panrnamasa."     The 
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non-performance  of  these  two  kinds  of  actions  constitutes  a  sin.  But 
other  people  assert  that  the  only  peculiarity  with  these  is  that  their 
performance  does  not  bring  about  any  definite  result.  A  third  class  of 
people  again  lay  down  the  "removal  of  sin"  as  the  effect  of  these;  and 
in  support  of  this  latter  view,  we  have  the  following  Smrti  passage : 
"The  performers  of  the  Nitya  and  Naimittika  actions  have  their 
sins  destroyed,"  Against  tins  it  cannot  be  urged  that  in  that  case,  these 
two  would  become  "  Kamya,"  inasmuch  as  they  Jiave  a  definite  result. 
Because  the  performance  of  these  is  not  preceded  by  any  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  agenl  for  any  specific  end;  ^and  again  because  such  actions  are 
not  enjoined  pleading  to  the  accomplishment  of  any  definite  object;  and 
as  such,  they  cannot  be  called  "  Kimya." 

The  "idtaiya"  again  is  of  three  sorts:  (1)  the  effects  where- 
of are  confined  to  this  world,  (2)  whose  effects  belong  to  the  other  world 
alone,  and  (3)  whose  effects  extend  to  both  (this  life  and  the  life  to 
come).  As  an  example  of  (1),  we  have  the  sacrifices  "  Kariri,"  wtich 
is  performed  %  dne  desiring  rain  for  the  enlivening  of  the  crops  wither- 
ing for  want  of  timely  rain,— and  not  by  anyone  desiring  rain  at  some 
other  time  or  in  his  future  birth.  As  an  instance  of  (2),  we  have  the 
<<Darga"  and  " Paurnamasa  "  performed  for  the  attainment  of  Heaven; 
inasmuch  as  the  pleasures  of  Heaven  cannot  be  enjoyed  in  this  world. 
As  an  example  of  (3),  we  have  the  sacrifice  "Vayavya,"  performed  for 
the  attainment  of  prosperity  ( attainable  in  this  world  as  well  as  in  the 
world  to  come). 


It  is  necessary  to  explain  the  process  of  injunction  by  means  of  the 
declaratory  passages  (Vidhivakya).  In  the  sentence  "svargakamo 
yajeta,"  there  are  two  properties  of  the  root  "yaji"  (  =  to  sacrifice), 
due  to  the  affix  «ta":  (1)  « Ikhyatatva »  (the  character  of  the  vert 
itself  independently  of  affixes  and  terminations);  and  (2)  "Lintva"  (the 
lin  affix).  The  character  of  the  verb  as  such  is  common  to  all  moods 
and  tenses;  and  the  affix  lin  characterising  the  verb  "yajeta"  connotes 
the  "Arthi  (actual)  Bhavana,"  which  consists  of  the  active  energy  of 
the  agent. 

This :  "Bhavana  "  (Realisation  or  Bringing  about)  consists  of  three 
factors  :  (1 )  "What  ?  >'  (2)  «  By  what  ?  >'  and  (3)  «  How  ?  »  To  explain-on 
the  utterance  of  the  word  «  yajeta,"  the  first  connotation  of  the  affix  is  that 
one  is  to  realise  " ;  because,  as  a  rule,  the  object  denoted  by  the  declensional 
affixes  are  construed  with  those  connoted  by  the  conjugational  ones, 
and  as  such  the  latter  are  the  more  important  of  the  two ;  and  then  again' 
aa  the  connotation  ,f  the  affix  is  more  important  than  the  denotation'  o> 
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tba  il  »  proper  that  we  shoald,  before  all,  have  a  con- 

of  tli«  of  the  affix.     Then  the  verb  "  to  realise  ** 

twuritirej~~inMmach  aa  it  belongs  to  the  same  class  of  verbs  as 
**ky"  5  '*  to  do  "if — the  next  question  that  arises  is — **  What  is  the  object 
ol  ? "  la  reply  to  this,  we  have  "  Heaven,"  as  the 

ol  though  expressed  by  another  word.      Though  the 

**  **  is  expressed  by  the  same  word  as  the  "realisation" 

(»*«.,  yet  it  cannot  be  construed  as  the  object  of  realisation,  be- 

It  it  la  extremely  troublesome  and  is  thus  incapable  of  con- 

ftha  end          desirable  by  the  agent.     "  Heaven,"  on  the  contrary, 
in  »nd  m          can  be  the  desired  end ;  and  hence  it  is  that 

it  11  as  tit©  object  of  realisation.    Thus  the  final  notion  arrived 

mi  ia— "Qua  is  to  realise   He*ran."    Then  comes  the  question  of  the 
4<  by  (means)  is  Heaven  to  be  realised  ?  "    And  in  reply  to 

ttta,  wa          the  u  Sacrifice/*  expressed  by  the  same  word  as  the  Bhava- 
ni"   ($>»!  uy»jit»M)»  presenting  itself  as  the  instrnment  (or  means)  of 
mltfatto&,-~ihe  meaning  being,  "  one  is  to  realise  Heaven  by  means  of 
Then,  lastly,  comes  the  question  of  process — "  How,  by  what 
is          en  to  be  realised,  by  means  of  sacrifices  ?  "    In  reply  to 
thia,  we          &  of  passages,  laying  down  the  fact  that  Heaven  is  to 

ba  by  means  of  sacrifices,  by  the  perceptible  help  of  the  consecra- 

tion of  jft%  the  of  th&  corn*  Ac.,  and  the  imperceptible  help  of  the 

"  PrtyljM "          other  minor   subsidiary  sacrifices.     Thus  the   "  <x>nse^ 
of  fire "  and  the  "  Prayijas,"  Ac.,  come  to  be  construed  as  con- 
the  procedure  (  "  Itlkartavyata)  which  supplies  the  answer  to 
tfaa  qa^iion— u  How  to  realise  ?  "    As  an  example  of  this  method  of 
inierpratation,  in  ordinary  parlance,   we  have  the  sentence  "Desiring 
rice,  one  is  to  §ook/f~ where  the  optative-  affix  (in  "PacSt")   connotes 
rit*  is  the  (of  realisation),  cooking  is  the  meant,  and 

tilt  of  the  fire,  Ac.,  constitute  the  jwocaw  •— the  meaning  of  the 

being,  «  one  is  to  obtain  rice  by  means  of  cooking,   by 
the  halp  of  ire,  Ac.f)    The  same  process  of  interpretation  applies  to  the 


^  Thia  mine  optative  affix  also  denotes  the  flMi  (verbal)  Bhavana, 
in  urging  or  impelling  (towards  action) ;  jast  as,  in  ordi- 

wiry  OE  hoaring  the  order  of  the  preceptor—"  fetch  the  cow  "— 

becomes  engaged  in  its  faking  only  when  he  perceives  that 

Uua  ol  mine  urges  me  to  fetch  the  cow."    We  thus  find  that 

onaeaout  ol  this  mtuml  ooaoomitanoe,  the  recognition  of  some  impel- 

Sl?**?  m  tlW*18  ^  mUM  °f  "  acti°a*    And* on  a  llke  TO!^omitance,  is 
^d  tha  idaa,  that  the  knowledge  of  an  impeHing  agency  is  brought 

utont  <n  tht  hiring  of  the  terb  toiler  with  the  cftatm  off*.    This 
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denotabUity  of  "impelling"  by  the  optative  is  accepted  by  ordinary 
people;  and  consequently  we  postulate  a  like  denotation  in  .the  case  of  the 
Vsda  also.  The  difference  in  the  two  cases,  however,  is  this  :  The  impulsion 
towards  the  "  fetching  of  the  cow  "  consists  in  the  recognition  of  a  parti- 
cular intention  on  the  part  of  the  directing  individual ;  in  the  case  of 
the  V§da,  however,  there  being  no  directing  personal  agency,  the  impel- 
ling force  resides  solely  in  the  optative  affix,  &c.  It  is  for  this  reason 
that  the  "  Bhavana  "  is  characterised  by  the  impelling  agency  residing  in 
the  word;  and  this  is  called  "pravartana"  or  "Prerana"  (Impelling),  in- 
asmuch  as  it  urges  people  to  the  performance  of  Sacrifices,  Homa,  &c. 

The  "Verbal  Bhavana"  is  also  made  up  of  three  constituent 
elements.  In  this  case,  the  factor  entering  as  the  result  is  the  Art  hi 
Bhavana,*5  consisting  in  the  action  of  the  agent.  The  instrumental  factor. 
is  made  up  of  the  optative,  &c.,  comprehended  by  a  study  (of  the  Veda) ; 
and  the  factor  of  procedure  is  supplied  by  the  comprehension  of  the  ex- 
cellence of  the  action  as  delineated  in  the  eulogistic  passages  (Arthavada). 
The  form  of  the  cognition  of  the  "  Verbal  Bhavana  "  may  be  thus  briefly 
summed  up  :  "  Having  acquired  a  certain  amount  of  comprehending  fa- 
culty by  means  of  a  systematic  study  of  the  V§da  and  its  various  appen- 
dages, the  agents  are  to  perform  sacrifices,  after  having  recognised  the 
desirability  of  such  performance,  through  the  optative  affixes,  <fcc.,  met 
with  in  the  Veda,  together  with  a  knowledge  of  the  excellence  of  the 
Actions  delineated  iu  the  Arthavada  passages."  This  performance  con- 
stitutes "  Action,"  and  hence  the  action  of  the  agent  is  -quite  rightly  said 
to  be  the  result  of  the  "  Verbal  Bhavana." 

The  aforesaid  "Verbal  Bhavana"  is  not  recognised  as  one  to  be 
performed  in  the  "  Jyotishtoma  "  and  the  "  Pratisvika  " ;  though  in  bofch 
of  these  it  appears  in  its  proper  form; — the  reason  for  this  being  that 
it  is  the  "  Actual  Bhavana  "  itself  that  is  therein  recognised  as  one  to  be 
accomplished.  The  "  Verbal  Bhavana,"  however,  is  recognised  as  one  to 
be  accomplished,  in  the  passage  "  Svadhyayo  'dhyetavyah."  It  cannot  be 
urged  that  this  latter  passage  also  is  declaratory  of  the  "Actual  Bhavana"; 
because  in  this  passage  the  "  Actual  Bhavana  "  itself  appears  in  the  form 
of  the  "Verbal  Bhavana,"  residing  in  all  the  declaratory  passages.  The 
word  "  Adhyetavyah "  is  made  up  of  adhi+rook  "in"  (to  study)  +  tavya 
(accusative  affix);  and  the  object  thereof  is  the  "  Svadhyaya "  *  which 
consequently  is  the  primary  factor ;  and  the  "  Adhyayana "  being  an 
embellishment  of  this,  comes  to  be  recognised  as  a  "  G-unakarma  " — like 
the  "sprinkling  of  water"  on  the  corn.  Fext  we  have  the  question  — 
'  what  is  the  purpose  of  the  Svcidhyaya,  as  accompanied  by  an  embellish- 
ment in  the  shape  of  a  retentive  memory  brought  about  by  study  ?  '  Iu 
reply  to  this,  wu  assert  that  the  purpose  (or  aim)  is  the  cognition  of  the 
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of  the  forms  of  sacrifice,  Ac.,  necessary  for  ilie  performance 
from  the  denotations  of  sentences  with  optative  verbs, 
Ac.,  appearlcs?  in  the  Ylda  (Svadhy&ya);  because  it  is  the  only  percep- 
effect;  bj  leading  to  the  performance  of  sacrifice  it 

indirectly  to  the  attainment  of  hyper- terrestrial  ends,  in  the  shape 

of  Heaven*  Ac. ;  and  certainly  no  action  can  bo  performed,  nnless  its  full 
form  have  been  comprehended  (which  is  impossible  without 

proper  s tut! j).    No  Unseen  Force  can  b©  said  to  be  the  aim,  because  in 
the  presence  of  results,   the  assumption  of  an  unseen  one  is  not 

Thus  all    "Verbal  BhavanSs,"    endowed    with    the    three 
constituent  denoted  by  the  optative  verbs,  Ac.,  appearing  in  the 

Ylcia,  are  laid  down  as  being  objects  of  performance; — the  Ml  signi- 
of  smell  "Verbal  Bhaf^pi"  being  that — "the  agents  having 
acquired  *  fall  knowledge  of  the  meaning  of  the  optative,  Ac,,  appearing 
in  the  Veda,  aided  bj  the  recognition  of  excellence  delineated  in  the 
Arthavad*  should  thereby  come  to  know  of  the  necessity  of  the 

performance  of  the  sacrifice,  Ac.,  with  particular  results,  and  should  then 
become  engaged  in  their  performance."  Thus  then,  like  the  "  Actaal 
BhSTaim,"  the  three  factors  of  the  ** Verbal  Bhavana"  are:  (1)  the 
action  of  the  agent,  as  the  result,  (2)  the  optative,  &c.t  appearing  in  the 
V&da,  as  the  instrument,  and  (3)  the  knowledge  of  excellency  as  the 
procedure.  And  it  is  solely  owing  to  the  peculiar  character  of  the 
Injunction  that  even  in  this  (Verbal  Bhivana)  there  is  an  appearance 
of  such  desirable  "ends  as  Heaven,  &c.,  being  the  result  thereof.  If  the 
sacrifice,  Ac.,  did  not  lead  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  agent's  purpos03  then  no 
Injunctions  could  urge  him  to  activity;  and  therefore  such  Injunctions 
lead  to  the  fact  of  the  sacrifice— which  is  the  object  of  activity  of  the 
agent  addre«ed  by  the  Injunction— being  the  means  to  the  attainment 
of  ends  desired  by  the  agent,  such  as  Heaven  and  the  like.  Otherwise 
the  Injunction  would  lose  all  its  impelling  force;  inasmuch  as  the 
impelling  consists  only  in  the  means  of  leading  the  agent  to  activity. 
In  the  case  of  the  verbal  affixes— such  as  those  belonging  to  the  First 
Preterite  and  the  rest— there  is  no  Injunction  consisting  of  impelling ;  and 
as  such  there  is  no  necessary  rule  as  to  the  "Actual  Bnavana"  pointing 
to  the  agent's  purpose,  as  the  object  of  realisation. 

"Bharani"  consists  in  the  action  of  urging  to  the  coming  (result). 
This  definition  applies  to  the  "Actual  Bhavana,"  because  it  consists  in 
the  of  urging  to  the  coming  result  in  the  shape  of  Heaven,  &. 

It  also  applies  to  the  «  Verbal  Bhavana,"  inasmuch  as  this  too  consists 
of  the  action  of  urging  to  a  coming  result,  in  the  shape  of  the  activity  of 
the  agent  J 
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tfAMADHEYA. 

Similarly,  the  names  of  various  sacrifices  are  to  "be  accepted  as  "being 
based  on  the  "  Law  of  Nomenclature "  specified  in  the  Qastras,  wherein 
this  law  has  been  divided  into  four  classes:  (1)  the  "  Tatprakhya," 
(2)  the  "  Tadvyapade£a,"  (3)  the  "Yaugika,"  and  (4)  the  «  Yakyabhsda." 
To  explain  these — the  passage  "  Agnihotranjuhoti "  cannot  be  inter- 
preted as  enjoining  a  secondary  factor  in  the  form  of  the  Deity  Agni ; 
because  this  lias  already  been  done  by  other  passages — such  as  "  Agnir- 
jyotirjyotiragnih  svaha,  &c."  The  word  "  Agnihofcra  "  here  has  to  be  broken 
up  like  the  "  Bahuvriiii "  compound  j  and  as  such  should  be  interpreted 
as  being  the  name  of  the  sacrifice  in  which  the  offerings  are  made  to  Agni, 
declared  to  be  the  Deity  of  the  particular  sacrifice^  by  such  passages  as 
"  Agnirjyotirjyotiragnih  svaha,  &c."  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  particle 
*hotra'  (in  *  .Agnihotra  *)  denoting  Homa,  which  is  the  instrument,  the 
"Actual  Bhavana"  should  bave  the  instrumental  ending,  like  "Jyotish- 
tomena " ;  because  the  accusative  ending  in  "  Agnihofcram  "  must  be 
niken  as  being  indicative  of  the  instrumentality  by  implication,  inasmuch 
as  '  that  an  unaccomplished  action  cannot  be  an  instrument '  is  an  univer- 
sally accepted  maxim.  Or,  the  accusative  ending  can  be  explained  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  supplementary  to  the  Homa  declared  elsewhere.  Thus 
it  is  that  "  Agnihotra  "  is  regarded  as  the  name  of  a  sacrifice  j  and  this 
by  the  "  law  of  Tatprakhya/' 

In  the  same  manner,  in  the  passage  "  pyenenabhicaran  yajeta,"  the 
word  "  pyena "  is  the  name  of  a  sacrifice,  and  does  not  constitute  an 
injunction  of  the  bird  *kite*  as  an  auxilliary  to  the  sacrifice.  Or  else,  we 
3ould  not  explain  the  simile  contained  in  the  passage  "  Yatha  ha  vai  ^yeno 
npatyadatte  evamevayati  dvishantam  bhratrvyan  nipatyadatte,"  which 
neans  that  "  as  the  kite  darts  upon  and  catches  its  prey,  so  does  the 
>erformer  of  the  pyena  sacrifice  attack  and  catch  hold  of  his  harmful 
memy."  Because  the  simile  can  be  so  explained  only  if  "  pyena  "  be 
,ccepted  to  be  the  name  of  the  sacrifice.  If,  ou  the  other  hand,  "  pyena" 
Fere  explained  as  denoting  the  bird  as  an  auxilliary  to  the  sacrifice,  and 
,s  such,  the  passage  were  taken  to  be  only  a  declaration  of  secondary 
'bjects,  then  the  "  Pyena  "  (the  bird )  itself  would  constitute  both  members 
f  the  simile;  and  this  would  be  far  from  right.  Consequently,  on  ac- 
ount  of  the  mention  (Yyapad§9a)  of  the  similarity  of  the  pyena,  the 
rord  '  pjena'  cannot  but  be  taken  to  be  the  name  of  the  sacrifice; — the 
leaning  of  the  passage  "  pyenenabhicaran  jajeta  *'  being  that  "one 
esirous  of  the  death  of  his  enemy,  is  to  bring  about  his  exorcisation  by 
leans  of  the  '  pyena '  sacrifice.'* 
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Similar!/,  in  the  "UdbhidI  y*j5ta  paeul-Imab,"  the  word 

"IJdbhid"  is  the  name  of  the  particular  sacrifice  enjoined  for  the  ac- 
quiring of  cattle;  and  it  cannot  be  taken  to  declare  a  material—  trees— for 
the  mentioned  elsewhere.  Because  we  do  not  know  of  any  such 

material,  as  the  "Udbhid,"  In  aoy  way  fitted  for  being  used  at  a  sacrifice, 
and  the  facfc  of  "Ddbhid"  being  the  name  of  the  sacrifice  can  be  ex- 
plftined  by  interpreting  the  word  as  "one  by  which  a  certain  result  Is 
produced  '*  ( Udthidyate  jpiafam  anBna). 

Objection:  "We  might  explain  the  word  as  *  something  boring  into 
the  ground  *  (  UdbtedyatS  ^humau  anina) ;  and  as  such  take  it  to  indicate 
the  *  spade,'  f.i, ;  and  thus  the  passage  could  be  explained  as  laying  down 
the  *  '  as  an  auxiliary  to  the  sacrifice." 

We  cannot  assert  such  a  passage  to  be  a  secondary  declaration,  on 
pain  of  landing  on  the  absurdity  of  the  entering  of  two  mutually 
contradictory  trios  (in  the  same  substratum).  To  explain  this  absurdity, 
The  4ludbliidi  yajefca  pac,ukamali "  cannot  be  said  to  be 

supplementary  to  the  sacrifice  declared  somewhere  else;  consequently 
it  can  only  !>e  taken  as  enjoining  the  sacrifice  as  an  Instrument  to  the 
realisation  of  cattle,  Tims  then,  the  sacrifice  comes  to  be  an  object  of 
injunction,  and  becomes  secondary,  only  inasmuch  as  It  Is  found  to  be 
auxilliary  to  the  result  (acquiring  of  cattle).  And  the  sacrifice  also 
becomes  acceptable  (upadiya),  inasmuch  as  the  agent  has  recourse  to 
It  for  the  accomplishment  of  his  desired  ends.  Thus  then,  we  find  that 
to  the  sacrifice  belongs  the  threefold  character  (1)  of  "  VidheyatYa >f 
(of  being  the  Predicate  of  the  Injunction),  (2)  of  "Gunatwa"  (of  being 
Secondary),  and  (3)  of  **  Upadeyatva  n  (of  being  acceptable).  And  again, 
If  a  Udbhid >s  be  taken  to  be  a  material  for  the  sacrifice,  then  we  shall 
have  another  threefold  character  with  regard  to  the  sacrifice — viz. : 
(1 )  "  Pr&dhanya  "  (Primary  Character — opposed  to  tf  Secondary  Charac- 
ter "  above)  with  regard  to  the  material,  (2)  "  Udde9yatva "  (character 
of  the  u  Subject s$  opposed  to  the  character  of  the  "  Predicate  "  above),  and 
(3)  "  Anavadyatva "  (Supplementary  Character — opposed  to  "Upa- 
dSyatva"  above).  Thus  we  find  ourselves  faced  by  these  two  mutually 
contradictory  trios  with  regard  to  the  character  of  the  sacrifice.  Con- 
sequently the  passage  In  question  cannot  be  said  to  be  declaratory  of 
materials. 

Similarly,  IE  the  passage  "cltrayi  yajeta  pacukamah,"  the  word 
"  Citrfi  "  Is  the  name  of  the  u  Prajapatya "  Sacrifice.  Because  we  meet 
with  the  passage  "D&dMmadhughirfcamapodhlnasfcandulali  tatsansrshtam 
pr&j6patpim/v  \"here  we  find  tike  six  materials,  "curd,"  "honey/1  &c., 
mentioned  together  with.  "  Prajgpati,"  and  which  connects  them  with  that 
particular  Deity ;  hence  the  object  enjoined  by  the  passage  Is  the  sacrifice 
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"  Prajapatya,"  inferred  from  this  connection.  And  the  question  of  result 
with  regard  to  this  sacrifice  is  answered  by  the  passage  "  citraya  yajeta 
pacukamah," — this  repeated  injunction  coming  in  only  for  the  purpose  of 
mentioning  the  result.  And  this  "Prajapatya"  sacrifice  (  =  a  sacrifice 
whose  presiding  Deity  is  Prajapati)  comes  to  be  named  "Citra" 
("Variegated"),  because  it  is  performed  with  a  variety  of  materials. 
Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  the  passage  lays  down  a  subsidiary  matter— 
the  variegation  of  colour  and  the  feminine  character  (as  belonging  to  the 
animal) — with  reference  to  the  animal-sacrifice  mentioned  in  the  passage 
"  agnlshomiyam  pa^umalabhsta. "  Because  this  declaration,  of  many 
subsidiaries  for  a  sacrifice  declared  elsewhere,  would  give  rise  to  a 
manifest  split  of  the  sentence  (Yakyabheda) ;  as  is  declared  in  the 
Tantra-vartika :  "More  than  one  subsidiary  cannot  be* enjoined  for 
any  action  mentioned  elsewhere  "  ; — the  accepted  doctrine  thus  being  that 
the  injunction  can  be  that  of  the  sacrifice,  inferred  from  the  connection 
of  the  Deity  and  the  material,  qualified  by  many  subsidiaries  in  the  shape 
the  Deity,  the  eightfold  "  Cake,"  "  Amavasya,"  "  Paumima/'  &OM— 
only  because  it  has  not  been  declared  anywhere  else ;  as  continues  the 
Vartika :  "  With  reference  by  an  action  not  declared  elsewhere,  however, 
more  than  one  subsidiary  can  be  enjoined  at  a  single  stroke." 

Objection:     "In   the    passage    'Pa^una   yajeta,'  with  reference  to  a 
sacrifice  declared  elsewhere,  we  accept — as  auxilliary  to  it — -the  injunction 
of  the  material  'animal/  its  gender  and  number,  <fec.,  as  being  implied  by 
the  single  word  *  pa£una/  without  any  split  of  the  sentence.      In  the  same 
manner,  in  the  passage  at  issue,  we  may  accept  the  injunction  of  the 
'*  animal/  as  the  material,  with  the  qualifications  of  variegated  colour  and 
feminine  gender,   without  leading  to  any  split  of  the  sentence.     Thus  it  is 
that,  (in  the  case  of  the  passage  *  Pa9una  yajeta')   the  declared  animal 
being  the  acceptable  material,  its  singularity  is  taken  to  be  a  part  of  tin; 
sacrifice, — the  meaning  being  that  the  sacrifice  is  to  be  performed  with  om 
animal  only.     To  think  that  the  singularity  of  the  secondary  factor — f.  i, 
the  'pot1  in  *  Graham  sammarshti ' — is  not  significant  is  said  to  be  the 
real  doctrine.     Why  ?    Because  the  accusative  ending  in  *  graham J  leads 
to  the  conclusion  tliat  it  is  the  most  desired,  and  heiice  the  primary  factor, 
because  of  its  having  a  purpose ;  and  that  the  { rinsing  *  is  secondary  to 
the  *  pot.'     In  accordance  with  the   maxim   that    l  with   regard  to   each 
Primary,  the  Secondary  is  to  be  repeated/  we  have  as  many  *  rinsings ' 
as  there  are  '  pots ' ;  consequently,  there  being  no  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
agent  with  regard  fco  the  number  of  the  pots  to  be  rinsed,  the  singular 
number  in  *  graham '  is  not  regarded  as  significant.     lu  '  Parana  yajeta/ 
*pa9u*  is  the  predicate,  and  as  such  subsidiary  to  the  sacrifice;  and  since 
there  is    the  maxim    of    the   '  non-repetition   of    the  Primary  for   each 
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to  the  question— k  with  Low  many  animals  is  the  sacrifice 
to  be  performed  P '—we  have  la  answer,  the  singular  number  of  tbe 
(*  Pa$unfc '),  for  knowing  which  there  is  a  desire  on  the  part  of 
ilia  agent,  aacl  which,  therefore,  is  significant  And  further,  because 
the  Predicate  i*  the  material  in  the  shape  of  the  *  animal,'  as  qualified 
fey  the  specific  Deader  and  number  (all  three  indicated  by  the  same 
word  *pafiizi:VV- therefore  through  this  Predicate,  the  'animal,'  its 
Hingnlarity  aiul  it*  feminine  gender,  4c.,— which  are  subsidiary  to  the 
sacrifice, — -come  to  be  regarded  as  significant.  Or  again,  the  number  and 
the  gender  hfing  denoted  by  instrumental  ending  (in  'pajuna'),  they  are 
included  »by  the  force  of  the  Instrumental  Case),  in  the  material,  the 
'animal,'  which  is  the  chief  noan.  Bafc  when  this  relation  is  neglected, 
the  number,  Ac.,  are  connected  directly  with  the  Action,  then  the 
two  (the  gender,  4c.,  and  the  material  *  animal1)  become  connected 
together,  in  accordance  with  the  maxim  of  the  *  one-year-old  red  cow  * ; — 
the  cons  traction  then  being  s  the  animal  is  mentioned  as  forming  part 
of  tSse  sacrifice,  and  it  is  one  only.*  (To  explain  the  application  of  the 
above-mentioned  maxim :  t  As  in  the  passage  *  ekaharya  pmgakshya  gava 
soiuatikrnati,'  the  four  qualifications  £  one  year  old,*  &c.,  though,  uncou- 
nectcd  amon£  themselves,  become  grouped  together,  as  auxilliary  to  the 
purchase  of  Soma,  by  force  of  the  instrumental  endings.  But  these 
qualities  being  incorporeal  are  not  capable  of  helping  the  sacrifice  in  any 
way ;  hence  they  connect  themselves  severally  as  characteristics  of  the  *cow,* 
which  serve.-*  all  necessary  purposes  of  the  sacrifice  ;  and  then,  subsequent- 
ly, they  themselves  become  connected  with  one  another, — the  construction 
thus  beiiiGf  *  the  one-year-old  cow,  which  is  also  brown-eyed  and  red,  &e.i 
4e/  Tims  we  tiud  the  qualifications  of  the  Subject  are  insignificant, 
whereas  ttso.se  of  the  Predicate  are  significant.  In  the  same  manner,  in 
the  passage  at  issue,  the  'animal,'  endowed  with  the  qualifications  of 
varirtjafftl  rnlmr  and  feminine  gender,  would  be  quite  capable  of  being 
declared  to  be  subsidiary  to  the  Agnlshomlya  sacrifice,  indicated  by  the 
word  "yajBtu*;  and  as  such  wherefore  should  we  make  it  the  name  of  a 
sacrifice  r 5* 

Tlif  ul»cve  position  is  not  tenable  ;  beeanse  if  we  do  not  regard  '  Citrfi  * 
a^  a  »iwie.  we  lane!  upon  the  absurdity  of  (I)  abandoning-  the  primary 
.ii.'tbn  ;  :*  .  tin-  4*  Prajipafya/*  fully  equipped  with  all  materials  and  due 
reMilN.  md  .  ^i  tie  assumption  of  the  secondary,  t'.&,  the  "  Agidshomiya/* 
And  ii»a^mut-:*  asbntli  these  contingencies  are  undesirable,  "  CitrS  "  must 
be  Tuken  io  ^  ti,"  name  of  a  sacrifice.  In  the  same  manner  we  can 
expUlii  tho  '  .me*  -i  all  other  sacrifices— such  expl&«ation  being  based  on 
cheat  I  lie  four  '•lau-ui'  itO^eBclafiii'c  r  explained  above. 
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ABTHAVADA. 

The  "  Arthavada  "  passages  are  not  sufficient  in  themselves,  because 
they  serve  no  independent  purpose;  but  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  lead 
to  knowledge  resulting  in  some  end  ;  therefore  their  acceptablity  consists 
in  their  forming  parts  of  the  Injunctory  passages,  through  the  glorifica- 
tion of  the  objects  of  injunction. 

These  are  of  four  kinds:  (1)  "ISTinda  (deprecation),  (2)  "  Pra9ansa" 
( glorification)   (3)   "  Parakrti  "  (fche  description   of  the   doings  of  other 
persons),  and  (4)  Purakalpa"  (citing  foregone  examples).     As  an  example 
of  "  Ninda  "  we  have  the  passage  deprecating  the  giving  of  silver  at  a 
sacrifice,  on  the  ground  of  such  gift  leading. to  some  calamity  in  the  house 
of  the  performer  within  the  year.     "  Pra2ansa :  "     "  His  face  shines,  who 
thus  knows,  &o."  and  "  Vayu  is  the  eftest  Deity."    The  "  Parakrti  "  Artha- 
vada is  the  passage  purporting  that  such  and  such  an  action  was  perform- 
ed   by    some    other    great     man,     e.g.,     "  Agni    desired,     &c."        The 
"  Purakalpa  "  is  the  passage  describing  previous  events,  e.g.,    "  He  cursed 
him,     &c."      The    Deprecatory    Arthavada     leads     to   the   glorification 
of  the  action  enjoined,  by  the  deprecation  of  its  opposite.     In  the  exam- 
ple cited  above,  the  fact  of  silver  having  been  produced  out  of  the  tears 
shed  by  Prajapati  sets  aside  that  metal  as  useless,  and  by  praising  the 
non-giving  of  such  silver,  directly  leads  to  the  advisability  of  giving  of 
other  metals ;  and  as  such  this  instance  is  quite  in  keeping  with  the  de- 
finition given.    The  Glorificatory  Arthavada — e.g.,  the  praising  of  Vayu — 
leads  to  the  fact  that  '  Vayu  being  the  eftest  Deity,  he  is  the  best  suited 
to  lead  a  sacrifice ;  hence  the  sacrifice  having  Vayu  for  its  Deity,  is  the 
best  of  all ' ;  and  this  praise  connects  itself,  by  the   glorification  of  the 
Deity  forming  part  of  the  Injunction,  with  the  passage  directly  enjoining 
such  sacrifices.     The  "  Parakrti  "  Arthavada — e.g.,  "  Agni  desired,  &c." — 
points  to  the  fact  of  the  particular  sacrifice  having  been   performed  by 
such  a  great  personage  as  Agni ;  and  hence  the  advisability  of  perform- 
ing   the  action    by    other    agents    also ;   and    this  praise  connects  itself 
by  the  glorification  of  the  enjoined  action,  with  the  passage  enjoining 
such  an  action.  »  The  other  forms  of  Arthavada  are  to  be  similarly  ex- 
plained.    There    are  other  purposes,   too,    of   the    Arthavada,    e.g.,    w& 
have  an  injunction    to   the  effect  that  *  one  is  to     put  in  wet  pebbles.' 
Here  the  word  '  wet '  denotes  simply  some  sort  of  liquid  ;  and  the  doubt, 
as  to  what  particular  liquid  material  is  to  be  used,  is  set  aside  by  the 
glorification    of    clarified  butter,  in  the  passage    "  Tejo  vai    ghptam "  • 
and  thus  this  Arthavada  has  its  purpose  in  the  settling  of  a  doubtful  point. 


xxxvi 

MAJSTSAS. 

Mantras  serve  the  purpose  of  recalling  to  mind  certain  things  con- 
nected with  the  performance  of  the  sacrifice ;  and  the  knowledge  of  the 
Mantras  too  is  for  the  purpose  of  the  useful  knowledge  of  the  whole 
Veda,  and  not  for  any  unseen  result,  for  in  the  presence  of  a  seen  result, 
the  assumption  of  an  unseen  one  is  not  allowable.  As  the  performance 
of  an  action  is  impossible  -without  an  idea  of  the  action  performed, 
the  Mantras  serve  the  purpose  of  imparting  the  knowledge  necessary  for 
such  performance.  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  performance  of  the  ac- 
tion would  be  possible  even  on  the  remembrance  of  the  exhortations  of 
the  adviser.  Because  it  is  a  fact  accepted  by  all  that  the  proper  results 
are  attained  only  when  the  actions  are  performed  with  the  appropriate 
Mantras,  and  not  otherwise,  This  rule  leads  to  the  assumption  of  the 
production,  by  the  Mantras,  of  certain  intermediate  nnseen  forces,  without 
which  the  -final  end  (of  the  sacrifice)  could  not  be  attained. 

Objection:  "Prom  what  you  say  it  is  clear  that  Mantras  are  employ- 
ed in  the  actions  implied  by  them  severally.  Such  employment  constitutes 
a  relation  of  subserviency ;  and  such  supplementary  character  consists 
in  the  character  of  a  subsidiary.  Consequently  the  Mantra  *  Imamagr- 
bhnan  racanamftasya '  has  the  power  (by  its  denotation)  of  applying  to 
the  *  holding-  of  the  stringing  * ;  thus  then,  since  the  4  holding  of  the  string  * 
becomes  possible  through  the  *  Linga/  consisting  in  the  deuotability  (by 
the  Mantra)  of  the 'holding  of  the  string';  therefore  (we  ask),  what 
is  the  purpose  of  the  further  adage — 4  Itya^vlbhidhanlmadatte  *  ?  " 

Reply :  This  adage  serves  the  purpose  of  the  "Parisankhya"  (see  above) : 
In  the  Cayana  Section,  we  find  the  holding  of  the  reins  of  the  ftowe, 
as  well  as  of  those  of  the  ass.  And  the  aforesaid  "  Lioga  "  would  also 
apply  equally  to  both ;  therefore  the  subsequent  adage  serves  the  pur* 
pose  of  setting  aside  the  holding  of  the  reins  of  the  ass,  and  declaring  the 
advisability  of  holding  those  of  the  hone  alone.  Thus  the  addage  constitutes 
a  "  ParisankhyavidM,"  denying  the  application  of  the  mantra  to  the  hold- 
ing  of  the*  reins  of  the  ass. 

This  "  Parisankhya  "  is  loaded  with  three  faults  :  (1)  the  abandoning 
of  its  own  purpose,  (2)  the  acceptance  of  another's  purpose,  and  (3)  the 
setting  aside  of  the  declared  action.  The  purpose  of  the  above  adage  is 
the  holding  of  the  reins  of  the  7*0r*e  with  the  specified  Mantra ;  and  this 
has  been  abandoned,  since  it  has  been  explained  as  merely  negativing  the 
holding  of  the  reins  of  the  ass.  "  Another's  purpose "  is  the  disconnect- 
ing of  the  Mantra  from  the  holding  of  the  ass'  reins ;  and  this  has  been 
accepted.  And  lastly,,  there  is  the  sett-ting  aside  of  the  holding  of  the 
asH*  rein*,  declared  elsewhere.  Though  loaded  with  these  thro"  taulis, 


yet  we  accept  this  "  Parisaftkhya,"  since  there  is  no.  qther  way  ,out  oi  the 
difficulty.  ;   .  u  „ 

In  the  same  manner,  we  have  in  some  cases  accepted  "  Vikalpa  "  (op- 
tion), though  it  has  eight  objections  against  it ;  because  there  is  no  other 
way  for  us.  To  explain — we  have  elsewhere  accepted  the  "  Agneya-ashta- 
kapala  Puro(Jac,a  "  (the  eight- vesseled  cake  consecrated  to  Agnl)  as  sub- 
sidiary to  the  sacrifice.  Then,  for  the  production  of  ,a  specified  destiny, 
we  are  in  the  dark  as  to  the  substance  of  which  the  cake  is  ;to  "be  rns-de  ; 
and  we  have  the  specification  of  such  objects,  as  the  "  Vrlhi"  and  the 
"Yava"  in  the  passages  "  Yrihibhiryajeta  "  and  "  YaYaIryaj,eta,"  Be- 
tween the  two  substances  thus  mentioned,  both  of  which  are  for  the  same 
purpose  of  being  offered,  we  have  recourse  to  option.  Similarly,  we  have 
the  injunction  "  atiratre  shoda§inam  grhnati,"  as  well  as  its  negative 
"natirltre  sho^inam  gfihnati;"  and  both  of  these  being  mutually 
contradictory,  are  not  capable  of  application,  afc  one  and  the  same  place  ; 
consequently,  we  again  have  recourse  to  Option — adopting  one  course  at  one 
place,  and  the  other  at  others. 

This  Option  has^eight  objections  against  it :  (1)  If  Viihi  is  used,  then 
we  have  the  abandoning  of  the  meaning  of  the  passage  declaring  "Yava" 
to  be  the  substance  for  the  cake  ;  (2)  the  acceptance  in  the  same  passage, 
of  weakness,  consisting  in  the  non-capability  of  performing  its  function ; 
and  (2)  when  "  Yava  "  is  used  in  the  alternative  case,  then  we  have  the 
the  same  faults  reversed  ;  (3)  the  acceptance  of  strength  consisting  in  the 
capacity  to  perform  its  function,  that  had  been  abandoned  at  first ;  (4)  the 
abandoning  of  the  weakness  that  had  been  at  first  accepted — thus  there 
are  four  objections  in  connection  with  the  passage  mentioning  "  Yava." 
The  same  four  objections  are  similarly  applicable  in  the  case  of  the  pre- 
vious acceptance  of  "Yava"  with  reference  to  "  Vrihi."  Thus,  both 
together  make  up  the  eight  objections  against  Option, 

This  Option  is  based  sometimes  on  the  fact  of  both  alternatives  per- 
forming the  same  function, — e.</.,  u  Vrlhi"  and  "Yava,"  both  serving  the 
purpose  of  making  the  cake.  Sometimes  Option  is  based  merely  011  the 
strength  of  Vedic  passages, — e.g.,  we  have  an  injunction  of  the  "  Stotra  " 
named  "  Vrihatprshtha  "  in  the  passage  "  Yrihatprshth am  bhavati,"  and 
a  like  injunction  of  another  "  Prshsta  Stotra  "  made  up  of  "  Sama,"  in 
the  passage  "  Rathantaram  prshtham.  bhavati."  The  "  Stotra,"  like  the 
"  Prayajas  "  leading  to  a  particular  destiny,  is  an  "  Artha-karma  "  (Pri- 
mary Action);  whereas  "  Sarna "  being  the  purificatory  agent,  is  a 
"  Gruna-karma  " ;  inasmuch  as  "  Samas  "  are  accepted  as  the  means  to  "  Sto- 
tras,"  on  the  ground  of  their  leading  to  their  embellishment,  consisting 
in  the  expression  of  the  letters  of  the  "Stotriya";  and  "Stotra"  con* 
sista  in  the  recitation  of  the  good  qualities  of  individuals  like  India, 


Aj  Ac.,  by  means  of  the  Mantras  sung  at  the  sacrifice.    The  mention 

of  the  qualities  of  individuals  by  means  of  umung  Mantras  constitutes  the 

**  pastm."    "  Saina  "  is  a  particular  form  of  singing. 

The  "  Stotriya"  consists  in  the  Rchas  constituting  the  Stotra.     The 

mention  of  special  numbers— such  as  3,  15,  Ac.,— with  regard  to  these, 

constitutes  the  *4  Stoma."    These  are  the  different  forms  of  the  Stotras. 

Though  the"BrhatprsharathanaBdthe  "Rathantaraprshtha"  are  sever- 
ally specified  for  different  unseen  results,  yet  the  option  with  regard  to  the 
acceptance  of  the  one  or  the  other  is  based  on  such  passages  as  "Brhad- 
vi  prshthankaryam,'1  "  Rafchautaram  va  pfshthankarjam,"  Sometimes 
we  have  the  "  Vyavasthita-Vikalpa  "  (Decisive  Option)—  e.g.,  in  the 
second  "  Prayaja,  "  &o.,  we  hare  the  option  between  the  Mantras  Cl  Karl- 
cansa  "  and  "  TanunapSt," — -both  being  specified  for  the  same  purpose. 
But  we  have  another  passage,  specifying  the  "  Naracansa  **  for  the  Ksha- 
triya,  and  the  other  Mantra  for  the  others  (Brahmanas,  &c.)»  Thus  this 
affords  an  instance  of  "  Decisive  Option." 

Thus  we  have  shown  that  the  strength  of  Declaratory  passages, 
otherwise  called  tlCodanaJ*  (Impelling  or  urging),  depends  npon  their 
denotation  of  the  three-factored  Bhavana.  The  strength  of  the  udbhid 
passage,  for  instance,  depends  npon  its  mentioning  the  name  of  the 
sacrifice ;  and  that  of  the  Arthavada  passages  on  their  indication  of  the 
excellence  of  the  prescribed  action;  and  that  of  the  Mantras  on  their 
capacity  of  reminding  the  agent  of  the  action  to  be  performed.  And  in 
this  manner  we  have  established  the  authoritative  character  of  the  whole 
of  the  Veda,  with  regard  to  such  unseen  entities  as  Dharma  and  Adharma. 


The  Smytia,  propounded  by  Manu  and  others,  are  based  on  the  Veda, 
and  as  such,  lend  strength  to  such  actions  as  the  "  Ashtaka-^raddha, "  Ac., 
— nofc  mentioned  directly  in  the  Vedas.  Smrtis,  in  direct  contradiction 
to  pruti,  cannot  be  accepted  as  trustworthy.  For  instance,  the  Smytis  that 
lay  down  the  appropriation  of  a  certain  sacrificial  cloth  by  the  Adhvaryu 
cannot  be  accepted  as  trustworthy,  because  such  appropriation  is  directly 
opposed  to  the  Veda,  and  is  based  upon  sheer  avarice  (on  the  part  of  the 
Adlivaryu). 

*'  Custom,"  also,  is  an  authority,  being  (indirectly)  based  on  Qmii, 
through  the  Smrtis.  Some  customs,  however,^ — e.g.,  the  marrying  of 
ona's  maternal  cousin — is  not  Dharma,  inasmuch  as  such,  marriage  is  dis- 
tinctly prohibited  in  the  Smrtis.  Thus  has  been  explained  the  trust- 
worthiness of  prutij  Smriti  and  Cnstom  with  regard  to  Dharma  and 
Adharma. 
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Dharma  is  of  different  kinds,  as  is  borne  out  by  the  different  passages 
declaring  them.  To  explain — Sacrifice^  Charity,  and  Homa  are  different 
from  one  another,  inasmuch  as  they  are  each  denoted  by  a  separate 
verbal  root.  Out  of  these,  Charity  consists  in  the  removing  of  one's  own 
proprietory  right  over  a  certain  object,  and  the  producing  of  a  similar 
right  therein  of  another  person.  With  regard  to  the  five  sentences — 
"  Samidho  Yajati  "  and  the  rest — there  is  no  such  rule  as  would  make  one 
of  them  declaratory  of  the  Action,  and  the  rest  of  materials.  Conse- 
quently, every  one  of  them  must  be  accepted  as  being  declaratory  of  the 
Action.  But  the  repeated  injunction  of  the  same  Action  is  unnecessary  ; 
and  therefore  the  Action  declared  by  one  passage  must  be  different  from 
those  declared  by  the  others  ; — this  difference  being  based  on  the  repeti- 
tion of  the  word  "  Yajati."  In  "  tisra  ahutih,"  though  the  Homa  is  only 
one,  yet,  for  the  sake  of  connecting  the  number  "  three  "  with  the  Homa, 
we  have  to  accept  the  difference  of  the  three  Homas, — such  difference  being 
based  on  number. 

To    exemplify    difference  of  Dharma    based  on    naming: — In    the 
case  of  the  passage  "  Athaisha  jyotih......etena  sahasradakshinena  juhoti ;" 

though  the  three  "  Jyotiryagas"  are  mentioned  in  the  "  Agnishtoma  " 
Section,  yet  there  is  a  difference  between  these  and  the  "  Jyotishtoma," 
inasmuch  as  they  are  named  apart  from  the  "  Jyotishtoma/'  ind  again 
the  three  "  Jyotiryagas  "  themselves  differ  from  one  another  on  account 
of  being  mentioned  severally. 

In  the  case  of  "  Yai^vadevyaniiksha— Yajibhyo  Vajinam, "  Ac.,  the 
former  enjoins  the  Sacrifice  of  the  material,  Curdled  Milk,  for  the  VievSdS- 
vas;  and  this  is  different  from  that  declared  by  the  latter ;  which  lias  the 
"  Horse'1  for  the  Deity  and  the  "  Scum  of  Curdled  Milk  "  for  the  Material. 
And  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  passage  "  Vajibhyo  Vajinam  "  lays  down 
the  material  "Vftjlna''  for  the  « Vaf9vadeva "  Sacrifice.  Because  the 
"  Vaicvad§va  "  Sacrifice  has  already  got  the  "  Amiksha "  (curdled  milk) 
for  its  material ;  and  consequently  it  cannot  be  connected  with  "Vajina  " 
Nor  can  you  have  recourse  to  Option,  as  in  the  case  of  "Yava"  and 
"  Vrthi; "  because  the  two  are  not  enjoined  in  one  and  the  same  place; 
and  there  can  be  no  option  in  the  case  of  those  mentioned  in  different 
places.  And  further,  the  "Curdled  Milk"  (Imlksha)  is  declared  to  be 
the  material  in  the  very  sentence  enjoining  the  "  Va^vadeva"  Sacrifice 
itself.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  "Vajina"  (scum  of  curdled  milk)  is 
mentioned  in  another  passage.  But  of  these  two  kinds  of  declaration  of 
materials-the  «  ITtpat%ishta  "  and  the  «  Utpanna5ishta  "—the  former 
is  the  stronger,  inasmuch  as  it  is  mentioned  as  subsidiary  to  the  sacrifice 
at  the  time  of  its  origination ;  whereas  the  latter  is  recognised  after  the 
action  (the  Sacrifice)  has  been  brought  about;  and  as  such,  berno-the 


weaker  of  the  twof  cannot  be  admitted  to  apply  to  the  foregoing  actio**  * 

and  farther,  being  related  to  another   Deity — the  Vaji — it  leads  to 
application  of  the  passage  mentioning  it,  to  a  different  Action.     Thns 
above  case  affords  an  Instance  of  the  difference  of  Dharma,  based  u 
the  difference  in  Material— e.g.,  the  *  Curdled  milk  '  is  "  Amiksha  " 
the  water  left  behind  is  u  Vljina." 

In  the  u  Kandaplyina  "  Chapter,  we  meet  with  the  passage  " 
bliiccariiva    masamagnihotranjuhoti, "      Here    we     find     that    in 
beginning  there  is   no  action  mentioned   in  close  proximity ;  hence 
passage  enjoins,  by  means  of  **  Context"  (Prakarauo),  consisting  in 
proximity  to  any  preceding  action,  an  altogether  different  action,  having  fcl*^ 
character  of  the  well-known  u  Agnihotra"  Sacrifice.     The  passage  cannx>i> 
be  said  to  be  declaratory  of  subsidiaries  with  reference  to  the  "AgnittO^ 
tra;n  because*  with  reference  to  an  action  previonsly  mentioned,  if 
make  the  passages  declaratory  of  many  subsidiaries  in  the  shape  of 
t£  Mouth, "  &c.,  we  would   have   a  split   of  the  sentence.     Therefore 
must  take  our  stand  upon  another  kind  of  "  Context "  in  explaining 
difference  in  the  actions, — the  "  Agnihotra,"  being  one  the  daily  perfor- 
mance of  which  is  compulsory.     Thus  we  have  explained  the  various  sori>s 
of  difference  with  regard  to  Dharma,  as  based  npon  difference  of  Passag &j 
Numlcr,  Mention  (Sanjna),  Naming  and  Context. 


We  now  proceed  to  consider  the  objects  demonstratable  by  the 
Ac.  These  are  of  three  kinds:  (1)  "Kratvartha"  (for  the  sake  of  tb.o 
Sacrifice),  (2)  "  PurasMrtha "  (for  the  sake  of  the  Agent),  and  (B) 
u  Ubliayartha "  (for  the  sake  of  both).  To  the  first  class  belong  tlio 

"  Prajaja,  **  &c.    To    the    second  belong  the    Means  and   the  Result 

"  Jyotifthtoma"  and  "  Heaven**  respectively.  To  the  third  belong  "  Cnrd*  " 
&c., — these  being  *:/or  the  Sacrifice  "  inasmuch  as  they  are  mentioned  IXL 
the  passage  u  Dadhna  juhoti,  n  where  the  Result  is  not  mentioned,  and  "for 
the    ayent  n    because   mentioned  in  the  passage  lt  Dadhngndriyakamasy  a* 
julmyat, "  which   mentions  the   Result   (acquiring  of  Senses).      In  th.e 
" Kratvartha *'  the  impelling  agent  is  the  Sacrifice;  and  in  the  "  pum- 
shartha  n  it  is  the  Agent, — an  impelling  cause  being  that  for  whose  sake  tko 
passage  enjoins  an  action.     The  injunction  of  the  "  Darca,  "  <fcc.,   leads  to 
the  performance  of  such  sacrifices  as  the  "  Darca  "  and  like  for  the  purposo 
of  attaining  Heaven  ;  consequently  it  is  the  attainment  of  Heaven  that  is 
the  impelling  cause  in  the  "  Darea,  "  &c.    Similarly  the  injunction  of  th.© 
*'  Prajijas  n  leads  to  the  performance  of  the  Prayajas  for  the  purpose  of 
accomplishing  the  "Darca;"  therefore  it  is  the  "Dar$a"  that  become e 
the  impelling  cause  in  this  case.     The  injunction  for  the  fetchiag  of  Curd 
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-  leads  to  suet  fetching  for  the  purpose  of  the  "  Amiksha,"  and  not  for  the 
"Vajina"  which  would  come  of  itself  with  the  card  (because  it  is  con- 
tained in  it).  Consequently  it  is  the  "  imiksha,  "  and  not  the  "  Yajina,  " 
that  is  the  impelling  cause  in  the  case.  Though  the  "  Purod§9a- 
kapala"  is  enjoined  as  subsidiary  to  the  removal  of  the  Chaff,  yet  this 
removal  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  impelling  cause  of  the  aforesaid 
"Kapala;"  because  the  "removal"  is  accomplished  by  the  *c  Kapala " 
brought  in  for  (holding)  the  "Puroda^a.  "  Consequently  it  is  the  "Puro- 
d&9a  "  that  is  the  impelling  cause  in  that  case. 

Question : — "  An  injunction  lays  down  the  performance  of  the  Pri- 
mary Action  together  with  its  subsidiaries  ;  and  there  being  many  such 
subsidiaries,  there  must  be  some  order  in  which  they  are  to  be  performed. 
What  are  the  grounds  for  accepting  a  definite  order  of  succession  ?  " 
Answer:  All  necessary  ground  for  such  order  of  succession  are  afforded  by 
Smrti,  &c.,  themselves,  e.g.,  the  passage  "  The  Adhvaryu  initiates  the 
Brahma  "  after  initiating  the  master  of  the  house  distinctly  lays  down  the 
order  in  which  the  initiation,  is  to  be  performed — that  of  the  master  of 
the  house  preceding  that  of  the  Brahma.  This  is  an  instance  of  "  f  rau- 
takrama. " 

The  order  based  on  the  order  of  the  Injunctions,  e.gr.,  in  "  Samidho 
yajati,  "  c£  tanunapatau  yajati" — is  what  is  called  the  "  Anushthana- 
krama." 

In  the  case  of  "  Agnihotranjuhoti, "  "  Yavagumpacati,  "  we  have 
to  abandon  the  apparent  order,  and  accept  a  different  one — viz.,  the 
Homa  following  the  Cooking — on  the  ground  that  there"  can  be  no  Homa 
before  the  "  Yavagu"  has  been  cooked.  This  is  an  instance  of  "  Artha- 
krama."  " 

The  passage  "  Saptadacaprajapatyan  pa^unalabhate  *'  denotes  the 
performance  of  Seventeen  Sacrifices  having  seventeen  animals  for  the  ' 
material,  and  Prajapati  for  the  Deity.  Of  these,  the  first  object,  the 
"  Upakarana,  "  may  be  begun  and  finished  with  any  one  animal  out  of  the 
Seventeen  ;  the  "  Niyojana,  "  &c.,  however,  are  to  follow  the  order  of  the 
"  Upakarana.  "  In  the  performance  of  the  primary  "  Agnlshomrya," 
there  being  only  one  animal,  all  the  subsidiaries — *'  Niyojana,  "  <fec., — are 
to  follow  close  upon  the  "  Upakarana,"  there  being  no  intervening  agency. 
In  the  case  in  question  (i*.e.,  of  the  Seventeen  Sacrifices)  however,  there 
are  seventeen  animals  ;  consequently  the  "  ISTiyojana,  "  &e.,  of  one  animal 
is  to  follow  16  instants  (units  of  time)  after  its  u  Upakaraaa ;"  because 
the  "  Upakarana"  of  all  the  animals  has  to  be  finished  before  any  "  Niyo- 
jana "  can  be  done.  And  "  Niyojana,"  &c.,  are  to  be  performed  in  the 
same  order  as  the  "  Upakarana ;" — i.e.,  the  animal,  whose  "  Upakarana" 
has  been  done  firs',  will  also  have  its  "  Niyojana"  done  first  of  all,  and 
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so  on;  otherwise  we  would  be  going  against  the  spirit  of  tlie  fas^^ 
This  is  an  instance  of  u  Pravrttikrima.  **  ,  ^n 

In  the  "  Sadjaskri  Soma  "  Sacrifice,  we  find  mentioned  the  Associa/6* 
of  the   three    animals   (the  "  Agnlshomlya,  "  the  "  Savanlya,  "  and    ^ 
"  Annbaudhya  ")  to  be  killed  in  the  "  Agnlshomiya  "  Sacrifice, 
with  the  "  Aupavasathya,  "  in  a  definite  order  of  succession  (and  noi> 
together).     And   this    association    is    applicable   in  the  "  place  **  of 
"Savanlya."     In  this  case,  the  former  order  is  abandoned,  and  in  ^  *? 
process  of  thfe  injunction  of  Association  by  "  Position,  **  the  order  is  —  '(  -*"  ' 
the  *«  U?'  ^arana*1  of  the  "  Savaniya"  Animal,  (2)  that  of  the  " 
miya,  and   (3)   that   of  the   "  Anabandhya.  "      This   is   an  instance 
"  jthaaakrama  ;  "  viz.,  the  u  Aharaupavasafchya  "  preceding  the  " 


In  the  "  Dar^a,  IJ  though  the  performance    of    the  details    of 
"Sannayya"    (the  "cutting  of  twigs,"  &c.)  appears  to  come  first,  & 
that  of  the  properties  of  the  "£gn§ya"  ("Nirvapa,  "  &c.)  appears 
follow  later  on,  yet,  between  the  two  primary   Sacrifices  —  Igneya    jgi 
Sanniyya  —  the  former  is  the  first  to  be  performed  ;  consequently, 
ing  the  order  of  the  primary  Sacrifices,  the  "pouring"  ("  Abhigharaii^O 
to  be  performed  first  is  that  of  the  Parodaca,  remnant  of  the  "  Prayajas 
<v  subsidiary  to  the   Agneya)  ;   and  then  follows    the  '*  pouring  "  of 
milk    (need   in   the  "Sannayya").     This  is  an    instance  of  " 
Krama." 

Thus  we  have  explained  the  order,  of  the  performance  of 
based  upon  "pruti"  "  Artha,  "    "P&tha,"  "Sthana,"    "Pravjtti" 
*"  Mttkhya.  "    Any  order,  other  than  those   warranted  by  these,   wottl<3L 
leave  the  action  incomplete. 


Like  all  other  philosophical  systems,  the  Mlmansa  also,  in  course   of 

its  dissertations,  has  treated  of  such  subjects,  as  the  Body,  the  Senses,  fclao 
Mind,  Soul,  God,  Brahma,  the  Origin  of  Creation,  Heaven,  Hell,  Firurtl 
Deliverance,  Pleasure,  Pain,  &c  ,  <fcc.,  and  it  will  not  be  out  of  place  t-o 
explain  iu  brief  what  the  MimamaJca  has  to  say  on  these  important  topics . 

BodySSetues,  Mind. — The  Body  is  made  up  of  five  elementary  su.lb- 
stances.  The  sense-organs  are  also  the  modifications  of  these  substances  ; 
only  the  organ  of  Hearing  partakes  of  the  nature  of  Space,  The  Min  cl 
also  is  a  modification  of  these. 

Jpora  and  Brahma. — The  HimfimaJca  does  not  admit  of  these  as 
are  represented  by  the  Vedjinta  or  the  Nyfiya.     There  is  no  creator  of 
Universe ;  it  is  eternal 
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Categories* — There  are  seven  Categones  :  Substance,  Quality,  Action, 
>nus,  Species,  Inherent  Relation  and  legation.  Of  Substances,  there  are 
i — and  not  nine  as  held  by  the  Yai9eshika  ;  some  hold  even  eleven,  adding 
rkness  and  Eternal  Soimd  to  the  nine  enumerated  by  the  Vai9eshikas. 

Atmft  or  Self. — It  is  something  different  from  the  Material  Body, 
ere  are  many  Selves,  there  being  a  self  for  each  individual,  each  being 
perishable,  indestructible.  This  is  what  experiences  Pleasure  and  Pain, 
Disable  by  the  Mind  alone,  as  the  "  L  "  It  is  all-pervading ;  but  its 
*nition  is  energised  only  in  the  body.  It  is  not  identical  with  Know- 
ge,  which  is  only  a  property  or  potency  belonging  to  It. 

Heaven  and  Hell. — The  former  is  a  particular  kind  of  Pleasure,  and 
>  latter  a  particular  kind  of  Pain.  Heaven  has  been  defined  as  *  that 
>asure  which  is  unmixed  with  Pain,  and  is  not  interrupted  by  it,  which 
ihe  final  goal  of  all  longing, * 

Final  Deliverance. — This  is  a  name  given  to  the  total  negation  of  all 
asure  and  Pain ;  it  does  not  mean  an  annihilation  of  the  pheno- 
ml  Universe,  but  only  an  annihilation  of  the  connection  of  the  Self  with 
According  to  the  HtmansaJca,  the  only  bondage  of  the  Soul  consists 
ts  connection  with  the  Universe,  which  includes  the  Body,  the  Sense 
ans,  and  the  material  objects  of  enjoyment.  And  as  soon  as  the  Self  is 
able  of  disentangling  itself  from  these,  it  becomes  free,  and  it  is  this 
idom  that  constitutes  *  Deliverance.  *  When  this  is  attained,  there  is 
Body  or  Sense-organs,  only  the  Mind  subsists,  and  the  Self  retains 
r  its  Consciousness,  Bliss,  Eternality  and  Omnipresence, 
When  one  ceases  to  perform  all  prohibited  actions,  as  also  those  that 
meant  to  bring  about  certain  desirable  ends,  and  confines  himself  only 
aose  that  are  laid  down  as  necessary,  or  when  he  remains  self-satisfied 
lis  knowledge  of  the  Self,  then  there  accruing  no  further  DJiarma  or 
arma,  there  is  a  total  destruction  of  the  very  seeds  of  rebirth ;  and  so 
:  as  the  "Body  remains,  he  spends  up  all  his  previous  Karmic  residue  ; 
hence  when  the  Body  dies,  there  is  no  more  birth,  and  the  Soul  is 

has  attained  Final  Deliverance. 

True  Knowledge  of  the  Self  is  as  necessary  for  the  due  performance  of 
ifices  as  for  attaining  Deliverance ;  as  without  it,  there  can  be  no  cer- 
:j  about  the  results  to  follow  from  the  sacrifices. 

AdrsUa  follows  from  Actions.  This  is  of  two  kinds  :  Good  and  Bad, 
:ormer  proceeding  from  actions  that  are  laid  down  as  to  be  performed, 
fche  latter  from  those  that  are  prohibited.  This  is  what  is  meant  by 
ae  and  Vice.  The  good  AdrsJita  again  is  of  two  kinds — one  bringing 
•>  Prosperity  either  in  this  world  or  in  the  next,  and  another  leading 
iliverance ;  this  latter  proceeds  from  those  actions  that  are  performed 
Dut  any  desire  for  particular  results, 
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Pleasure  and  Pain. — The  two  are  entirely  distinct ;  they  are  not  the 
negation  of  each  other.  They  are  of  four  kinds  :  Material,  Imaginary, 
Cental  and  Egoistic.  The  eternal  Bliss  of  the  Self  is  different  from 
these* 

Means  of  Knowledge. — These  are  six.  Sense-perception,  Inference, 
Analogy,  Verbal  Testimony,  Apparent  Inconsistency  and  Negation. 

Creation^  Subsistence  and  Dissolution. — The  Mimansaka  does  not  admit 
of  any  absolute  annihilation  of  the  Universe,  which  is  ever-existent ;  but 
there  are  partial  or  cyclic  dissolutions. 

Deity. — The  form  of  the  Deity  has  not  been  dealt  with  in  the  Sutras 
of  Jalmini.  But  the  later  authorities  declare  that  the  descriptions  of 
gods  and  goddesses  contained  in  the  Puranas  are  mere  Arthavada ;  as  there 
are  no  such  deities  actually  in  existence.  All  that  these  descriptions  mean 
is  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  offering,  one  is  to  think  of  such  and  such 
forms.  The  Mimansaka  admits  of  the  Deity  only  as  something  to  whom 
the  offering  is  to  be  made ;  and  this  has  no  other  form  except  the 
Mantras  that  are  recited  in  connection  with  such  offerings* 


As  for  the  time  during  which  our  author  lived,  the  subject  of  these 
dates  of  the  earlier  authors  is  so  shrouded  in  mystery,  that  there  are 
no  sufficient  data  leading  to  any  definite  conclusions;  and  as  for  conjec- 
tures, I  am  led  to  believe  that  it  is  mere  waste  of  time  to  indulge  in  them  ; 
specially  as  what  concerns  us  most  is  what  the  author  lias  written  for  us, 
and  it  does  not  much  matter  whether  he  lived  a  few  centuries  this  way  or 
that,  Still  for  those  who  may  be  interested,  it  may  be  stated  that  our 
author  lived  sometime  between  57  B.C.  (the  time  when  favara  Svami 
is  reported  to  have  lived)  and  841  A.D.  (the  time  of  Yacaspati  Mi$ra), 
and  that  he  was  a  senior  contemporary  of  the  Great  pankaracarya. 

All  that  remains  for  me  now  is  the  very  agreeable  duty  of  acknow- 
ledging, with  thanks,  the  help  that  I  have  derived  from  the  following 
gentlemen : — 

(1)  Foremost  among  them  is  Mahamahopadhyaya  Pandit  Citra- 
dha/a  Mi9ra,  the  Chief  Pandit  of  the  Darbhanga  Raj,  who  taught  me  the 
work  here  translated,  as  also  its  continuation,  the  Tantravartika  (a  transla- 
tion of  which  is  nearly  complete),  and  but  for  whose  help  many  passages 
would  have  remained  wholly  unintelligible.  (2)  My  heart-felt  thanks  are 
also  due  to  Dr.  Tbibaut  of  the  Muir  Central  College  and  to  Mr.  Arthur 
Venis  of  the  Queen's  College,  Benares,  who  always  favoured  with  valuable 
advice  and  helped  to  encourage  me  in  the  work  that  I  had  under- 
taken. (3)  To  Mahamahopadhyaya  Haraprasadj  pastri,  of  the  Sanskrit 
College,  Calcutta,  without  whose  constant  help  my  task  could  not  have 
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been  accomplished.  (4)  To  Babu  Bhagavan  Dasa  of  the  Central  Hindu 
College,  Benares,  who  rendered  invaluable  assistance,  in  the  earlier  portion 
of  the  work, — an  assistance  without  which,  the  translation  would  have 
remained  more  vague  and  unintelligible  than  what  (I  am  still  afraid) 
it  is:  (5)  The  last,  but  by  no  means  the  least,  is  Babu  Grovinda  Dasa  of 
Benares,  that  indefatigable  worker  in  the  cause  of  Sanskrit  literature, 
who  provided  me  with  all  necessary  manuscripts  and  aids,  and  has  all 
along  continued  to  favour  me  with  valuable  hints  and  suggestions. 

Notwithstanding  all  this  help,  however,  there  remains  much  room 
for  improvement  in  the  translation.  This  has  been  due  mostly  to  my 
imperfect  command  of  a  foreign  language,  and  partly  to  the  fact  of 
the  text  being  extremely  difficult — in  fact  some  people  speak  of  it  as  the 
most  difficult  book'  in  the  Sanskrit  language.  And  I  hope  scholars  will 
overlook  the  discrepancies  that  may  have  crept  into  the  work  and  favour 
me  with  suggestions  for  corrections,  and  improvement  which  may  be  of 
use  to  me  in  my  future  work. 


JHA. 


ALLAHABAD  : 
M.uir  Central  College,  July  1905. 


CLOKAVARTIKA. 


APHORISM   I. 


1.  Beverence  to  Him  who  wears  the  crescent  moon, — Him  who  is 
embodied  in  pure  consciousness,  Him  whose  three  eyes  are  the  three  Vedas, 
md  who  is  the  source  from  which  all  prosperity  flows. 

2.  And  then  obeisance  unto  my  Teachers,  they  that  are  even  as  Sons 
!or  the  lotus  intellects  of  their  disciples,  after  which  I  may  hope  through 
iheir  grace,  to  accomplish  this  work  of  the  "Mimansa-Qlokavartika." 

3.  May  the  learned  look  upon  this  effort  kindly!     The  good  and  the 
generous-hearted ,  free  of  jealousy,  accept  graciously  all  that  is  offered  to 
hem  in  love  and  reverence. 

4u  And  let  not  the  mind  be  set  over  much  on  fault-finding  alone :  for 
hey  that  set  their  hearts  on  discovering  faults  see  them  even  where  none 
ixist. 

5.  How  could  learned  people  find  any  faults  in  the  statements  ,bf 
>eople  like  me  ?     They  that  endeavour  to  remove  the  misapprehensions 
f  others  allow  none  in  their  own  works  ? 

6.  And  where  can  one  find,  among  men,  any  case  of  unanimity  as  to 
vhat  is  faultless  ?     There  are  people  who  have  something  to  say  against 
liberation  and  Heaven  also. 

7.  Reverencing  the  Scripture  as  I  do,  let  none  reproach  me,  should 
err  (in  my  exposition).     He  that  goes  by  the  right  path  need  i*ot  be 

ensured,  even  if  he  slips  (occasionally). 

*  The  notion   of  a  God — and  that  too  a  bodied  one — being  foreign  to  the  MTman- 
ika,  Parthasarathi  Mi9ra,  in  his  "  Nyayaratnakara,"  interprets  the   benedictory  stanza 
ms  :  "Vif  uddha-j  rianddeha" — That  whose  body  is  theknowledge  purified  by  the  Mimausa- 
ascra.    "  TrivedldivyachakshusheJ}  —  That  which  is  manifested  by  the   three  Vedas. 
Somardhadharijie" — That  which  is  equipped  with  vessels  of  Soma.     All  these  epithets, 
L  this  case,  are  referred  to  "  Yajna." 

8  "  Accept  &c."  Literally — Listen  with  kind  ears  of  the  inii.d. 

•  "  To  say  nothing  of  other  things,  ev^n  such  faultless  things,  as  Heaven  and  Liber- 
ion>  the  highest  aims  of  man,  are  denied  by  the  Atheists,"  N.  K. 
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8.  Language  (i.e.  writing)/  commenced  in  any  way  as  may  he,  ev< 
without  polish  or  elegance,  bat  following  carefully  the  path  of  the  thr< 
Vedaa,  is  pleasing  to  him  who  has  faith. 

9.  My  greed  is  great  for  the  gem  of  Vedic  knowlege,  when  sldtiix 
with  additional  lustre  in  the  light  of  the  Mlmansa-f astra, -~  (therefore 
commence  with  an  exposition  of  the  Mimansa,  rather  than  of  the  Teda) 

10.  For  the  most  part  Mimansa  has,  in  this  w>rld,  been  made  Atheisic 
and  this  effort  of  mine  is  made  to  tarn  it  to  the  ttteistic  path. 


11.  **  Henceforth  (proceeds)  enquiry  into  (the  nature  of)  Dharma 
— such  is  the  first  aphorism,  propounded  with  a  view  to  explain  that  th 
purpose  of  the  Mimansa-yastra  is  the  (desire  to  know  the  nature  of  the 
object  called  *'  Dharma/* 

12.  For,  who  would  hegin  (the  study  of)  any  science,  or  any  actioi 
while  its  purpose  remained  unexplained  ? 

13.  And  especially  is  this  science  of  the  "  Mimansa,*' — dependinj 
upon  (i.e  requiring  the  previous  knewledge  of)  many  other  sciences  as  i 
does,  and  (therefore  very  difficult  to  master), — unlikely  to  attract  studj 
unless  its  purpose  has  been  explained  beforehand. 

14.  This  statement  of  the  purpose  may  not  be  necessarily  desirable  ii 
the  case  of  other  sciences  j  yet,  there  is  no  fear  of  evil  resulting  from  then 
(by  such  omission). 

15.  But  in  the  case  of  the  Mimansa,  if  the  purpose  >is  not  known,  01 
ill-known  for  want  of  discrimination,  great  would  be  the  defect  (dangei 
of  going  astray)  in  treading  the  path  of  the  Law;  hence  the  usefulness  oi 
effort  (iu  explaining  its  purpose). 

16.  Therefore  first  of  all,  the  purpose  has  been  stated  by  the  author 
of   the  aphorisms  himself  j    (He  did  not  leave  this  to  be  done* by  the 
commentators)  for  how  could  the  commentators  say  so  well  and  precisely 
what  the  author  himself  (could  say  and)  has  said  P 

17.  "  But  the  student  proceeds  to  the  study  of  only  that  science 
which  has  a  well-established  purpose,  and  the  relation  of  which  (with  its 
object)  is  also  known.     It  is  therefore  necessary  to  state,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  a  science,  this  relation  (of  the  science)  with  its  object,  as   well   as 
the  object  itself.** 

18.  The    science   and   the   purpose  (object),   are  the   two    factors 
(substrata)    in    which    the    connection  inheres :      This    (connection    or 

*  "  I n  any  way  **  With  great  difficulty. 

J*  Because  in  other  sciences,  if  on  account  of  the  non-mention  of  the  purpose 
.  people  desist  from  them,  there  is  not  mucii  evil  there. 

H  "Author"  Jaimini. 

"  Commentator**1  Savarasvamf,  Haridisa,  Bhartrimitra,  <fco. 

H  "  l*or  Jaimini,  the  connection  (or  the  cause  of  beginning  hi»  work)  is  not  any 
-question  from  among  his  disciples ;  but  for  him  such  cause  is  the  relation  of  oange  and 
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relation)  is  not  mentioned  separately  because  it  is  implied  in  the  statement 
of  the  purpose* 

19.  "  It  is  true  that*  ordinarily,  in  all  sciences,  the  relation  (of  the 
science  with  its  object)  is  stated  first ;  as  it  is  only  by  such  statement  that 
the  diligence  of  the  student  is  secured. 

20.  "  And  so  long  as  the  relation  of  the  science  with  the  object  is 
not  explained,  the  talk  of  the  teacher  remains  disconnected,  and  the  result 
is  incoherence  (i.e.  the  student's  inability  to  follow)." 

21.  In  the  present  case,  however,  the  connection  is  explained  in  the 
Bhashya,  by  implication,  by  raising  the  question  of  the  known  or  unknown 
character  of  Duty.     Therefore  any  other  is  not  mentioned. 

22.  In  the  present  instance,   this  relation  of  the  science    (to  the 
object)  is  not  expressed  by  the   word    " Atha" ;  becanbt*  this    (word) 
denotes  the  relation  between  two  actions  ;  and  these  are  different  from  the 
science. 

23-24.  This  relation  of  the  science  is  explained  by  some,  out  of  the 
first  word,  (1)  as  a  relation  of  either  sequence  to  a  preceding  action  (as 
the  question  of  the  student,  or  the  propitiatory  worship  of  some  Deity), 
or  (2)  the  relation  of  succession  to  past  teachers  of  the  science).  But  the 
presence  or  absence  of  such  a  relation  does  not  affect  in-  any  particular 
whether  the  student  should  engage  in  the  study  of  th$  science,  or  not  do 
BO,  nor  does  it  affect  in  anyway  his  knowledge  of  the  science,  or  the  scope 
of  the  science. 


affect  that  subsists  between  the  treatise  and  the  aforesaid  purpose  (the  knowledge 
of  Duty^.  And  without  any  questions  from  the  disciples  the  revered  Jaimini,  intent 
upon  public  good,  began  the  treatise  which  is  the  means  to  a  knowledge  of  Duty. 
And  this  connection  is  implied  by  the  mere  mention  of  the  objects  related  (the  treatise 
and  the  knowledge  of  Duty) j  and  hence  it  is  nob  mentioned  separately."  N.  E. 

19  And  therefore,  if  Jaimini  has  failed  to  show  any  connection,  the  commentators 
ought  to  explain  it* 

*L  Towards  the  end  of  the  Bhashya  on  Aph.  I. 

8&  Some  commentators  hold  that  the  word"a#ta"  in  the  aphorism,  denotes  the 
connection  required,  i.e.,  that  of  subsequence  to  study.  This  view  is  set  aside  as  nofc 
correct  $  becanse  what  is  denoted  by  the  word  "  atha "  is  the  relation  between  the 
two  actions— study  and  desire  to  know ;  and  certainly  Mimansa  (Deliberation)  is  some- 
thing quite  different  from  Jijnasa  (desire  to  know) ;  though  both  are  desiderative 
forms  of  verbs,  yet  the  former  is  an  action  of  the  teacher,  while  the  latter  that  of 
the  learner.  And  lastl/,  it  would  not  be  true  to  fact  to  assert  that  Jaimini  wrote  the 
Sutras  immediately  after  he  had  finished  his  stndy. 

\\  2S.24  The  relation  is  mentioned  in  order  to  attract  the  attention  of  the  hearer. 
But  this  purpose  is  not  served  by  any  of  the  relations  here  mentioned,-  inasmuch 
•  as  none  of  them  either  attract  the"  hearer  to,  or  repell  him  from,  listening  to  the 
teachings.  "  Traditional  order,  fy"c" — which  in  the  case  of  Mimansa  is  as  follows — 
(1)  Brahmi,  (2)  Prajapati,  (3)  Indra,  (4)  Aditya,  (6)  Yasishtha,  (6)  Paralara,  (7) 
Krishnadvaipayana  and  (8)  Jaimini ;  and  this  lait  after  being  instructed  in  the  tenets  of 
the  system,  composed  the  Sntras. 


25.  Therefore  those  who  wish  that  the  relation  of  the  exposition  • 

a  science  (to  the  factor  or  factors  of  that  relationship)  should  form   pa, 
of  the  explanation  of  the  Safcrs,  should  state  only  such  a  relation  as 
r©fy*oimb!e  and  useful  {as  against  those  rejected  in  22  and  24),  and  * 
other  useless  (relations), 

26.  Of  the  Bhashja  passage,  beginning  with  a  -Etta,"  six  differei 
interpretations  are  usually  given,  —  all  in  keeping  with  the  Bhiahya. 

27.  They     are  —  {1}     "IMreiml    Explanation,"     (2)     "Censure 
(3)  "Disavowal"  any  others,  (4)  "  Specification,"  and  (5)  "Praise"  —  s& 
some  ;  and  (6)  "  Objections  to  the  use  of  the  word  aiha" 

28.  (1)  "  The  interpretations  of  the  Sutras  are  of  two  kinds  —  Gener* 
and  Special,    i'toe  £  Special  *  is  that  which  belongs  to  each  Sutra,  and  tl: 
*  General  *  (which  holds  good  in  the  case  of  all  Sutras,  and  in  fact,  meat 
"  General  Rules"  cf  Interpretation)  is  this  (which  is  here  given). 

29.  "The  *  affirmation*  (i.e.,  the  affirmative  Rule)  applies  to  wore 
alone;  and  the  'negation*  (i.e.,  the  negative  Rale)  to  the  aphorism  ;- 
but  only  in  cases  not  opposed  to  vedic  assertions,  and  not  in  any  ari 
every  case. 

30.  "Supplying  of  ellipsis  and  inverting  the  order  of  words   at 
possible  only  in  sentences  ;    therefore    (the    pronoun)    *  these  *    (in    tl 
Bhashya  passage)  refers  to  *  aphorisms,*  even  though  it  is  the  secondai 
(noun  in  the  preceding  sentence). 

31.  "  The  word  *  Eva  *  signiles  *  very  little/  (and  it  does  not  mee 
that  the  vedic  passages  alone  are  to  be  explained).    The  repetition  (of  tl 


i*  4<  With  it*  iwson.  Tl  —  1.0.,  with  the  grounds  on  wJiidi  it  rests.    Suck  purpose  c* 
b»  none  other  than  that  of  cause  and  effect,  explained  above. 

*&  **  In  the  Sutras,  the  words  are  to  be  taken  ia  the  same  sense  aa  they  are  font 

to  have  In  ordinary  parlance.    And  they  ihould  not  be  interpreted  indirectly  eith. 

through  ellipse*,  or  speck!  technicalities.    Therefore  it  is  Yedic  passages  alone  tfc 
are  explained  by  the  Sutras  ;  or  else,  there  would  a  double  effort  of  explaining  tl 

Yeda»  and  also  the  words  of  the  Sutra*" 

W  Enumeration  of  the  six  explanations. 

fcS  With  this  begins  the  detailed  explanation  of  the  (1)  "  Universal  explanation." 

*»  The  Bhlsbya  has  declared  that  "  in  the  aphorisms  all  words  are  to  be  taken 

their  ordinary  acceptation  **  —  here%  laying  down  an  affirmative  rule  ;  and  again 
§ajs—  "  Of  tfce*0,  new  meanings  aw  not  to  be  created  by  unnecessarily  importing  wor 

into  the  Text**—  a  cegafci?e  ml©.  fi@re  the  pronoun  "  these  **  referring  to  the  princii 
noun  of  the  preceding  sentence—  ^rhich  is  "  words,"  —  the  negative  rule  would  also  001 
to  be  applied  to  the  ca»d  of  *s  words/'  And  the  present  Karika  serves  to  guard 
against  such—  misinterpretation. 

**  B®€»ii»©  warda  are  always  csomplete  in  themselves,   and  have  the  same  fix 
unchangeable  order  of  letters. 

»  M  Era  "—  occaning  after  ^^ITWlftr  In  the  Bhlshya. 

When  the  Fedio  passages  have  bean  explained,  Httle  will  be  left  that  will  reqa 
to  be  explained.    **Z7i$  repetition"  —  this  gi?0s  the  sense  of    the    Bhaahya-pttssa 
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explanation  of  the  same  words  as  occurring  in  the  Sutra  and  in  the  Veda) 
would  involve  needless  effort.  If  it  be  urged  that  *  anything  being  well- 
known  does  not  require  to  be  explained/  (we  reply)  this  is  no  fault  in 
human  speech. 

32.  "He  who  requires  the  "supplying  of  ellipsis"  and  "technical 
uses  " — thinking  these  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  interpretation, — for  such 
a  one  this  is  declared  as  a  command." 

33.  (2)  "  In  the  commentaries  of  some  people  we  find  the  inversion 
of  the  ordinary  meanings  of  words ;  and  this  (Bhashya  passage)  is  a 
censure  (or  refutation)  of  these  : 

34.  "  Ath&tah  is  not  ordinarily  used  in  the  sense  of  sequence  ;  as  such 
interpretation  thereof  can  only  be  possible  as  a  technicality* 

35.  "  The  neglect  of  the  accepted  {uses  of)  words,  and  their  assumed 
application  to  unknown  ones — should  not  be  had  recourse  to  by  the  com- 
mentator, when  the  ordinary  accepted  use  is  possible. 

36.  "  Because,  for  one  who  is  thus  perplexed  in  (the  finding  out) 
of  the  meaning  of  the  aphorism,  the  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  the 
Veda  would  be  very  distant  (far  more  difficult) ;  which  would  lead  to  {the 
necessity  of)  extreme  heaviness  of  effort  both  on  the  part  of  the  speaker 
and  the  hearer." 

37.  (3)  "  He  will  not  explain  the  Sutras,  being  engaged  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  *  Injunction,*  (the  Veda)."    It  is  the  refutation  of  this 
interpretation  (of  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhashya)  that  is  declared 
by  this  '  Disavowal.' 

38.  "  Efforts  should  be  directed  towards  Vedic  passages ;  what  is  the 

beginning  with.  "  vK«u^  "  If  the  explanation  once  given  in  connection  with  the 
Vedio  passage  be  repeated  with  regard  to  the  Sutra,  it  would  be  useless.  The  objection 
noted  in  the  karika  is  based  on  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhasnya.  "  If  all  tho 
words  are  used  in  a  sense  well-known  to  the  people,  there  should  be  no  need  of  an 
explanation  of  the  Sntra  or  sentence  in  which  such  word  occnr,"  The  reply  that  is 
given  means  that  the  fact  of  words  being  used  in  their  well-known  sense  is  no  fault — 
nay,  it  is  an  ornament — of  human  speech. 

**  The  Ehishya  passage  in  question. 

88  With  this  commences  the  treatment  of  the  second  interpretation — "  Censure." 

**  Some  people" — e.  g.,  Bhavadlsa  and  others. 

"  This  " — The  Bhashya  passage  in  question. 

8*  This  karika  explains  the  Bhashya  as  implying  the  refutation  referred  to. 
Bhavadnsa  has  explained  **  Atlidtali "  as  signifying  sequence. 

8T  With  this  begins  the  3rd  interpretation — "  Disavowal.*'  The  Bhashya  mentions 
the  aphorism,  and  then  takes  a  passage  from  the  Yeda,  and  begins  to  explain  it. 
So  with  regard  to  this  procedure,  there  may  be  three  views — "  That  he  omits  the  Sutra 
(1)  because  they  are  meaningless,  or  (2)  because  he  did  not  know  their  xneaniupr,  or 
(3)  because  they  were  uuexplainable."  And  it  is  for  setting  aside  such  doubts  that 
the  Bhashya  has  the  opening  sentences  in  question. 

"  In  junction"**  Veda. 

*8  Gives  the  reasons  for  such  "Disavowal."  Tho  Vcdic  pns'snges  are  useful  inasmuch 


25*     Therefore  those  who  wish  that  the  relation  of  the  ex; 
*t  science  (to  the  factor  or  factors  of  that  relationship)  should  : 

of  the  explanation  of  the  Safcr%  should  state  only  such  a  rel 
reasonable  and  useful  (as  against  those  rejected  in  22  and  24 
other  useless  (relations). 


26.  Of  the  Bhasliya  passage,  beginning  with  u  JUk&,n  sb 
interpretations  are  usually  given, — ail  in  keeping  with  the  Bh§sl] 

27.  They    are  — (I)     "Universal    Explanation/'    (2)     " 
(3)  "Disavowal"  say  others,  (4)  "  Specification/*  and  (5)  "  Pra 
some ;  and  (6)  " Objections  to  the  nse  of  the  word  afha" 

28.  (1)  *'  The  interpretations  of  the  Sutras  are  of  two  kinds 
and  Special.    1'he  *  Special '  is  that  which  belongs  to  each  Sute 
*  General  *  (which  holds  good  in  the  case  of  all  Sutras,  and  in  fj 
"  General  Rules"  cf  Interpretation)  is  this  (which  is  here  given 

29.  "The  'affirmation*  (*.e.,  the  affirmative  Enle)  applie 
alone ;  and  the  'negation*  (i.e.,  the  negative  Bale)  to  the  ap 
but  only  in  cases  not  opposed  to  vedic  assertions,  and  not  ii 
every  case. 

30.  "Supplying  of  ellipsis  and  inverting  the  order  of  l 
possible  only  in  sentences;    therefore    (the    pronoun)    'these 
Bliashya  passage)  refers  to  *  aphorisms/  even  though  it  is  the 
(noun  in  the  preceding  sentence). 

31.  "  The  word  *  Eva  *  signiles  *  very  little/  (and  it  doe* 
that  the  vedic  passages  alone  are  to  be  explained).    The  repetiti 

**  "  Fttfc  it*  reason  "—».«.,  with  the  grounds  on  which  it  rests.  Suck 
be  none  other  than  that  of  cause  and  effect,  explained  above. 

*  **  In  the  Soiras,  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  the  same  sense  as  th< 
to  have  in  ordinary  parlance.  And  they  should  not  be  interpreted  indu 
through  ellipses,  or  special  technicalities.  Therefore  it  is  vedic  passagi 
are  explained  by  the  Sutras ;  or  else,  there  would  a  double  effort  of  exj 
"Yeda,  and  also  the  words  of  the  Sutra," 

*1  Enumeration  of  the  six  explanations. 

*S  With  this  begins  the  detailed  explanation  of  the  (1)  "  Universal  expl 

W  The  Bhishya  has  declared  that  "  in  the  aphorisms  all  words  are  tc 
their  ordinary  acceptation  "—hereby  laying  down  an  affirmative  rule ; 
•ays—"  Of  these,  new  meanings  ar«  not  to  he  created  by  unnecessarily  imp 
into  the  Text'*— a  negative  rale,  &ere  the  pronoun  a  these  **  referring  to 
noun  of  the  preceding  sentence —^rhich  is  "  words,'1— the  negative  rule  woi 
to  be  applied  to  the  case  of  "  words/*  And  the  present  Karita  serve 
against  such -misinterpretation, 

*>  Bemuse  words  are  always  complete  ia  themselves,  and  have  th 
unchangeable  order  of  letters. 

M  **  Eva  "—occurring  after  t^TWrifir  in  the  Bhishya. 
When  the  Vedio  passages  have  been  explained,  little  will  be  left  tha 
to  be  explained.    "The  repetition "— this  gives  the  sense  of   the   Bhi 
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explanation  of  the  same  words  as  occurring  in  the  Siifcra  and  in  the  Veda) 
would  involve  needless  effort.  If  it  be  urged  that  *  anything  being  well- 
known  does  not  require  to  be  explained/  (we  reply)  this  is  no  fault  in 
human  speech. 

32.  "  He  who  requires  the  "  supplying  of  ellipsis  "  and  "  technical 
uses  " — thinking  these  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  interpretation, — for  such 
a  one  this  is  declared  as  a  command." 

33.  (2)  u  In  the  commentaries  of  some  people  we  find  the  inversion 
of  the  ordinary  meanings  of  words;  and  this  (Bhashya  passage)  is  a 
censure  (or  refutation)  of  these  : 

34.  "  Athatali  is  not  ordinarily  used  in  the  sense  of  sequence  ;  as  such 
interpretation  thereof  can  only  be  possible  as  a  technicality* 

35.  "  The  neglect  of  the  accepted  .(uses  of)  words,  and  their  assumed 
application  to  unknown  ones — should  not  be  had  recourse  to  by  the  com* 
mentator,  when  the  ordinary  accepted  use  is  possible. 

36.  "  Because,  for  one  who  is  thus  perplexed  in   (the  finding  out) 
of  the  meaning  of  the  aphorism,  the  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  the 
Veda  would  be  very  distant  (far  more  difficult) ;  which  would  lead  to  {the 
necessity  of)  extreme  heaviness  of  effort  both  on  the  part  of  the  speaker 
and  the  hearer." 

37.  (3)  "  He  will  not  explain  the  Sutras,  being  engaged  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  '  Injunction,'  (the  Veda)."    It  is  the  refutation  of  this 
interpretation  (of  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhashya)  that  is  declared 
by  this  *  Disavowal.' 

38.  "  Efforts  should  be  directed  towards  Vedic  passages ;  what  is  the 

beginning  with  "  \«iv«ii^  "  If  the  explanation  once  given  in  connection  with  the 
Vedic  passage  be  repeated  with  regard  to  the  Sutra,  it  would  be  useless.  The  objection 
noted  in  the  karika  is  based  on  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhasnya.  "If  all 'the 
words  are  used  in  a  sense  well-known  to  the  people,  there  should  be  no  need  of  an 
explanation  of  the  Sutra  or  sentence  in  which  such  word  occur."  The  reply  that  is 
given  means  that  the  fact  of  words  being  used  in  their  well-known  sense  is  no  fault — 
nay,  it  is  an  ornament — of  human  speech. 

W  The  Bhashya  passage  in  question. 

88  With  this  commences  the  treatment  of  the  second  interpretation — "  Censure." 

"  Some  people" — e.  g.,  Bhavadasa  and  others. 

"  This  " — The  Bhashya  passage  in  question. 

8*  This  karika  explains  the  Bhashya  aa  implying  the  refutation  referred  to. 
Bhavadasa  has  explained  **  Athdtah  "  as  signifying  sequence. 

8T  With  this  begins  the  3rd  interpretation — "  Disavowal."  The  Bbashya  mentions 
the  aphorism,  and  then  takes  a  passage  from  the  Veda,  and  begins  to  explain  it. 
So  with  regard  to  this  procedure,  there  may  be  three  views — >"That  be  omits  the  Sutra 
(1)  because  they  are  meaningless,  or  (2)  because  he  did  not  know  their  mennm^r,  or 
(3)  because  they  were  uuexplainable."  And  it  is  for  setting  aside  such  doubts  that 
the  Bhashya  has  the  opening  sentences  iu  question. 

'*  Injunction*>!=Veda, 

&8  Gives  the  reasons  for  such.  "Disavowal.'*  The  Vedic  passages  are  useful  inasmuch 


25.     Therefore  those  who  wish  that  the  relation  of  the  exposition 
a  science  (to  the  factor  or  factors  of  that  relationship)  should  form   p# 
of  the  explanation  of  tiie  Safcra,  should  state  only  such  a  relation  a0 
reasonable  and  useful  (as  against  those  rejected  in  22  and  24),  and 
other  useless  (relations), 


26.  Of  the  Bhashya  passage,  beginning  witb  "  .fo&a/*   six 
interpretations  are  usually  given,  —  all  in  keeping  frith  the  Bhashya. 

27.  They     are  —  (1)     "  Unireiml    Explanation,"     (2)     "Censur 
(B)  "  Disavowal  "  say  others,  (4)  "  Specification/*  and  (5)  «'  Praise  "— 
some  ;  and  (6)  "  Objections  to  the  use  of  the  word  atlta" 

28.  (1)  "  The  interpretations  of  the  Sutras  are  of  two  kinds  — 
and  Special*    The  *  Special  *  is  that  which  belongs  to  each  Sutra,  and 
1  General  '  (which  holds  good  in  the  case  of  all  Sutras,  and  in  fact, 
"General  Rules"  of  Interpretation)  is  this  (which  is  here  given). 

29.  "The  'affirmation'  (t.e.,  the  affirmative  Rule)  applies  to 
alone;  and  the  'negation'  (i.e.,  the  negative  Rule)  to  the  aphorism;- 
but  only  in  cases  not  opposed  to  vedic  assertions,  and  not  in  any 
every  case. 

30.  "Supplying  of  ellipsis  and  inverting  the  order  of  words   ajrc 
possible  only  in   sentences;    therefore    (the    pronoun)    *  these'    (in    -fcl*< 
Bhashya  passage)  refers  to  *  aphorisms,*  even  though  it  is  the  secon 
(nonn  in  the  preceding  sentence). 

31.  "  The  word  c  Eva  '  signiBes  *  very  little,9  (and  it  does  not 
that  the  vedic  passages  alone  are  to  be  explained).    The  repetition  (of 


X6  "  With  its  reason  "  —  ie.,  with  the  grounds  on  which  it  resta.    Such,  purpose 
be  none  other  than  that  of  cause  and  effect,  explained  above. 

1&  **  In  the  Satras,  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  the  same  aenae  aa  they  are  foioo 
to  have  In  ordinary  parlance.    And  they  should  not  he  interpreted  indirectly 
through  ellipses,  or  special  technicalities  .    Therefore  it  is  vedic  passages  alone 
are  explained  by  the  Sutras  ;  or  else,  there  would  a  double  effort  of  explaining 
Veda,  and  also  the  words  of  the  Sutra." 
*1  Enumeration  of  the  six  explanations. 

S8  With  this  begins  the  detailed  explanation  of  the  (1  }  "  Universal  explanation.** 
2»  The  Bhlsbya  has  declared  that  "  in  the  aphorisms  all  words  are  to  be  take**  i 
their  ordinary  acceptation  "  —  hereby  laying  down  an  affirmative  rule  ;  and  again,  i 
says  —  "  Of  these,  new  meanings  ar«  not  to  be  created  by  unnecessarily  importing  wox^ 
into  the  Text1'—  a  negative  rale,  fiere  the  pronoun  "these'*  referring  to  the  priaomj> 
noun  of  the  preceding  sentence—  ^rhich  is  "  words,'*  —  the  negative  rule  would  also  OOXK 
to  be  applied  to  the  case  of  "  words.1'  And  the  present  Karika  serves  to  guaxxl  i 
against  such  —misinterpretation. 

80  Because  words  ar©  always  complete  in  themselves,  and  have  the  same  ^fii< 
unchangeable  order  of  letters, 

*l  "  Eva  J>  —  occurring  after  5^i«Nlf%  in  the  Bhashya. 

When  the   Vedic   passages  have  been  explained,  little  will  be  left  that  will  rec^^xi 
to  be  explained,    "  The  repetition  '*  —  this  gives  the  sense  of    the 
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explanation  of  the  same  words  as  occurring  in  the  Sutra  and  in  the  Veda) 
would  involve  needless  effort.  If  it  "be  urged  that  '  anything  being  well- 
known  does  not  require  to  be  explained/  (we  reply)  this  is  no  fault  in 
human  speech, 

32.  "  He  who  requires  the  ^  supplying  of  ellipsis  "  and  u  technical 
uses  " — thinking  these  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  interpretation, — for  such 
a  one  this  is  declared  as  a  command." 

33.  (2)  "  In  the  commentaries  of  some  people  we  find  the  inrersion 
of  the  ordinary  meanings  of  words;   and  this   (Bhashya  passage)  is  a 
censure  (or  refutation)  of  these  : 

34.  "  A  that  ah  is  not  ordinarily  used  in  the  sense  of  sequence;  as  such 
interpretation  thereof  can  only  be  possible  as  a  technicality. 

35.  "  The  neglect  of  the  accepted  {uses  of)  words,  and  their  assumed 
application  to  unknown  ones — should  not  be  had  recourse  to  by  the  com- 
mentator, when  the  ordinary  accepted  use  is  possible. 

36.  *'  Because,  for  one  who  is  thus  pei*plexed  in   (the  finding  out) 
of  the  meaning  of  the  aphorism,  the  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  the 
Veda  would  be  veiy  distant  (far  more  difficult) ;  which  would  lead  to  {the 
necessity  of)  extreme  heaviness  of  effort  both  on  the  part  of  the  speaker 
and  the  hearer." 

37.  (3)  "  He  will  not  explain  the  Sutras,  being  engaged  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  'Injunction,'  (the  Veda)."     It  is  the  refutation  of  this 
interpretation  (of  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhashya)  that  is  declared 
by  this  '  Disavowal.1 

38.  "  Efforts  should  be  directed  towards  Vedic  passages ;  what  is  the 

beginning  with  "  \n\«iiNi  "  If  the  explanation  once  given  in  connection  with  the 
Vedic  passage  be  repeated  with  regard  to  the  Sutra,  it  would  be  useless.  The  objection 
noted  in  the  karika  is  based  on  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhasnya.  "  If  all  the 
words  are  used  in  a  sense  well-known  to  the  people,  there  should  be  no  need  of  an 
explanation  of  the  Sutra  or  sentence  in  which  such  word  occur."  The  reply  that  is 
given  means  that  the  fact  of  words  being  used  in  their  well-known  sense  is  no  fault — 
nay,  it  is  an  ornament — of  human  speech. 

*i  The  Bhashya  passage  in  question. 

SS  With  this  commences  the  treatment  of  the  second  interpretation — "  Censure/' 

"  Some  people1' — e.  g.t  Bhavadisa  and  others. 

"  This  " — The  Bhashya  passage  in  question. 

8*  This  karika  explains  the  Bhashya  as  implying  the  refutation  referred  to. 
Bhavadasa  has  explained  "  Athdtah  "  as  signifying  sequence. 

BT  With  this  begins  the  3rd  interpretation — "  Disavowal."  The  Bhashya  mentions 
the  aphorism,  and  then  takes  a  passage  from  the  Veda,  and  begins  to  explain  it. 
So  with  regard  to  this  procedure,  there  may  be  three  views — "  That  he  omits  the  Sutra 
(1)  because  they  are  meaningless,  or  (2)  because  he  did  not  know  their  meaning,  or 
(3)  because  they  were  unexplamable."  And  it  is  for  setting  aside  such  doubts  that 
the  Bhashya  has  the  opening  sentences  in  question. 

"  In j  unction  "= Veda. 

*8  Gives  the  reasons  for  such  "Disavowal."  The  Vedic  passages  are  useful  inasmuch 
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good  of  any  *acli  towards  the  aphorisms  P — on  account  of  their  frmltf al~ 
it«s  nod  froiilefiDMi  (reipectiydly). 

38*39.  **  By  these — as  the  means — ,  th®  iB«amBg  of  In/t*w^ion«  ia  to 
be  explained ;  not  both,  because  of  the  extreme  heaviness  of  effort. 

80-40.  **  The  meanings  of  words  being  well-known,  nothing  i*  left  to 
be  explained*  The  Bhashja  passage  beginning  with  *  Evam *  is  rightly 
explained  only  in  accordance  with  this  view/' 

40*41.  It  is  only  on  account  of  the  absence  of  the  breaking  up  of 
words,  tbat  there  is  an  idea  of  "  DisaYowal."  Because  the  Bfe&shya  doe» 
explain  the  meaning  of  the  Sntra*  and  it  eren  explains  Redundancy,  Ac. — 
e.g.  "  This  aphorism  is  not  able  to  signify,  Ac,,"  and  "The  aphorism  i» 
quits  proper/*  &e.f  &e. 

42.  And  the  Bfaashya  also  speaks  of  non-snggestireftes*,  Ac.,  with 
regard  to  the  aphorisma—aU  these  becoia^  self  contradictory,  if  the  "Dis- 
avowal "  Theory  is  accepted. 

4£4&*  Nor  can  one,  not  knowing  the  meaning  of  tie  means,  be  snre 
of  the  consequence,— from  any  other  source ;  because  even  those  versed  w 
the  Yedas  reqaire  the  aphorisms  Mod  their  commentaries. 

43*44.    As  the  ground  of  *  Disavowal/  lias  been  urged  the  well-known 

ai  they  are  the  means  of  ilia  right  notion  of  Duty  j  and  at  web  any  effort  toward* 
the  interpretation  of  them  if  naefml  j  white  oath*  other  band,  the  aphorism*  are  itseleaftv 
and  at  sucix  asy  effort  directed  towards  explaining  tfeese  would  be  equally  devoid  of  any 
result!, 

«-»  **  Tbewi*1— the  Sutra*. 

"  Not  both  w— f  e.,  mot  the  meaning  of  the  Injunctions  and  alto  of  tbe  So  tra. 
**-*°  All  the  words  in  the  Sutra  Mug  used  in  their  ordinary  Beneee,  there  is 
nothing  left  therein  to  be  explained  by  the  commentator,  and  it  momly  when  we  take  the 
Bhishja  passage  to  repudiate  all  attempt  at  the  interpretation  of  the  Sutra,  that  we 
can  rightly  construe  the  passage  beginning  with  "  Evam." 

40.41  JPeople  hare  Accepted  the  **  Disavowal  **  theory  only  because  they  do  nofc 
find,  in  the  Bhlahya,  any  breaking  np  of  the  compound  words,  &c.,  of  tbe  Sutra;  which 
leads  them  to  thick  that  the  Bhlahya  baa  entirely  left  off  the  explanation  of  the 
Satra.  With  this  begini  the  4th  interpretation—"  Specification."  Because,  ^c.— -The 
Bhishya  doe»  not  only  explain  the  meaning  of  the  Sntrasj  it  even  goes  farther:  it 
exclaim  redundancies  and  supplies  whatever  is  wanting  Is  them  to  enable  them  to 
gire  the  proper  tense.  "  Tbi*  aphorism  is  not  abb,  $*€."— this  occurs  in  the  Bhishya 
on  p.  5  (14-2),  where  after  baying  nrged  that  something  is  wanting  in  the  Snfcra,  the 
Bhishya  explains  away  the  objection  by  interpreting  the  Sutra  in  guch  a  way  as  to 
enable  ife,  just  as  it  stands,  to  afford  the  right  sense* 

"  The  a$k&n$m  is  quite  proper,  £•« »»  This  occurs  at  the  close  of  the  Bhishya  on 
lI-i-47,  where  after  having  nrged  the  redundancy  of  the  second  half  of  the  Satra, 
the  Biiishya  explains  the  necessity  of  it. 

**  Befera  to  Bhisbya  on  U-iii-lti ;  where  sacb  an  objection  i»  brought  against  the 
Sutra  and  ref  ar/ed» 

*i.*8  Tbe  mtani  of  fMertainipg  the  sense  of  the  Yeda,  is  the  Sotra  j  nnd  without 
a.  faiowlege  c^the  means,  there  can  be  none  of  the  consequence  ;  hence  the  Satras  masfc 
the  meaning  of  the  Veda  can  be  got  at  from  no  other  source. 
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character  of  the  meanings  of  words  ;  but  this  would  apply  equally  to 
Vedic  sentences,  and  as  such,  would  preclude  eyen  these  from  explanation. 

44-45.  If  it  be  urged  that  *ifc  is  owing1  to  doubts  with  regard  to  their 
meaning  that  we  have  recourse  to  the  explanation  of  Vedic  passages  f  — 
that  too  would  apply  equally  in  the  case  of  the  Sutra  ;  and  *  Disavowal  * 
would  be  improper* 

45-46,  *  Disavowal  '  would  be  perfect  only  in  the  form  "  it  is  not  to 
be  explained."  (But)  since  it  is  only  faulty  interpretation  that  i&  prohibited, 
those  free  from  them  (faults)  do  not  become  precluded. 

46-47.  (4)  This  view  (Disavowal)  being  opposed  to  all  direct  fact, 
and  the  former  two  ("  Universal  Explanation  "  and  "  Censure  ")  being  in- 
significant, and  the  middle  view  (Censure)  also  implying  evil  intentions,— 
"  Specification  "  alone  is  appropriate. 

47-49.  Where  Yedic  sentences  and  those  of  Jaimini,  contradict  one 
another,  in  their  direct  signification,  there  this  ('  Specification  *  )  has  its  use  : 
The  Sutra  has  to  be  interpreted  by  means  of  "  supplying  the  ellipsis,"  &c.f 
whereas  the  Yedic  sentence  has  to  be  taken  in  its  direct  signification. 

49.  When  Yedic  sentences  contradict  one  another,  then  may  second- 
ary  implications  be  applied  to  them  also. 

49-50.  "  Just  as  the  Yedic  sentence  is  the  means  of  the  right  notion  of 
Duty,  so  is  also  Jaimini's  assertion  our  means  of  ascertaining  the  meaning? 
of  the  Veda. 

50-51.  "  On  account  of  the  aimilaiity  of  the  power  of  the  sentence,  as 
also  of  words  and  their  meanings,  —  it  is  only  the  interpretation  free  from 
ellipsis,  Ac.,  thafc  is  everywhere  proper." 

51-52.  Thus  the  unlawful  assumptions,  that  would  be  necessary  on 
account  of  impossibility  consequent  upon  the  contradiction  of  one  or  the 
other,  would  become  optional. 


The  author  of  the  Blrashya,  if  he  had  any  such  Disavowal  in  view,  would 
have  clearly  said  :  u  The  Sutras  are  not  to  be  explained."  But  we  find  him  cWrly 
prohibiting  only  such  explanations  aa  have  recourse  to  supplying  the  ellipsis,  <&e.,  Ac.  ; 
and  this  distinctly  showa  that  by  the  opening  aetitencea  he  only  wished  to  set  asiae  snoli 
interpretations  of  the  Sutras. 

*<>-«  The  theory  of  *  Disavowal  '  is  opposed  to  facts  as  we  actually  find  the  Bhfishy* 
frequently  explaiuiug  the  Sutras. 

"  &  appropriate  :  "  because  it  precludes  all  mistaken  interpretation  of  the  Vedic 
passages,  and  aa  such  has  grand  results- 

«*  In  Sutra  III-iii-2,  we  fittd  the  Bhashja  having  recourse  to  other  methods  of 
interpretation  than  the  direct  one,  in  -explaining  the  Vedic  sentences.  And  in  order  to 
meet  such  cases,  it  is  here  urged  that  the  reason  of  so  doing  was  not  the  contradiction 
of  the  Vedic  passage  with  the  Sutra,  but  that  of  two  Vedic  passages  themselves  ;  and 
as  sttchj  the  secondary  implication  is  not  unlawful. 

*0-6l  «  Everywhwe,"  i.e.,  both  the  Veda  and  the  Sutra  being  equally  important, 
both  are  to  be  interpreted,  without  having  recourse  to  .ellipsis,  &c.,  &c. 

6i-&*  "  Unlawful,  &p."—  interpretation  other  than  the  direct.  "  Optional  "—There 
being  no  difference  between  the  importance  of  the  Vedio  passage  and  the  Sutra,  the 
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52-53.     On  account  of  their  prior  f  auctioning,  as  being-  the  means 
the  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  the  Veda),  people  might  set  aside 
rightful   Injunction,   on  the  strength,  of  the   Sutra,   taken  in  its 
denotation. 

53-54     Hence,  what  is  meant  is  "  Whenever  the  non-contradictio**  < 
the  Veda  is  possible."     The  rest  is  to  be  explained  as  it  stands. 

54.  *  Of  the  remnants  there  should  be  disappearance*  —  here  we  li^-1* 
an  instance  of  interpretation  by  supplying  from  without. 

55.  In   the    Sutra   "  Viprakarshat   pacocca  "    there  is   a  moditio* 
tion  of  the  affix.    la   "  Lok§  Sanniyamat  "  there  is  intervention  of 
word. 


secondary  interpretation,  that  would  be   necessitated  by  their  mutual 
might  be  applied  in  the  case  of  either  of  the  two  —  there  being  no  reason 
it  exclusively  to  one  or  the  other  —  both  being  equally  important,  on  account  of 
just  given. 

68«&*  The  acceptance  of  the  direct  denotation,  and  the  avoidance  of  ellipsis, 
are  to  be  had  recourse  to,  only  when  such  procedure  does  not  contradict  the 
and  Reason.    The  affirmative  assertion-—  "  Indirect  interpretation  is  to  be  had  recota-i.** 
to,  when  it  does  not  go  against  the  Veda"  —  is  to  be  construed  into  a  negative   on* 
**  Such  interpretation  is  not  to  le  followed  when  it  goes  against  the  Veda  "  —  and  tb.ms 
becomes  an  instance  of  "  Specification." 

W  The  author  now  cites  instances  where  the  Bhashya  has  recourse  to  inclii^®* 
interpretation,  &o*    In  connection  with  the  "  Darga  "  and  "  Paurnamasa,"  sacrifices, 
question  is  raised  as  to  what  is  to  be  done  if  the  materials  that  are  to  be  offered,  beoo"Ed 
spoilt  j  and  the  Aphorism  (VI-iv-12)  answers  it  by  laying  down  the  necessity  of 
paring  fresh  materials.    This  with  regard  to  the  principal  libations  j  with  regard  to 
secondary  ones,  the  aphorism  says  —  "  Api  va  seshabhajdm  syat,"  —  in  connection 
which  a  doubt  arises  as  to  the  nominative  of  the  verb  "Syatj"  and  the 
supplies  the  work  "  Cisappearance  ;  "  and  supports  this  interpretation  with  arguments  . 

6*  In  the  "  Jyotishtoma  "  sacrifice  on  the  day  of  the  "  Sntya"  ceremony,  the  so.  or 
ficial  animalj  as  well  as  the  cakes,  have  to  be  purified.  Hence  with  a  view  to  apply  *1b 
procedure,  laid  down  with  regard  to  the  animal,  to  the  case  of  the  cakes,  it  is  foxami 
desirable  to  have  an  Injunction  to  this  effect?  aud  with  this  view,  we  have  the  Aphorism 
"  Pagogca  mprakarsha&tantramadh'yi  vidhaniit"—m  which  the  predicate  is  **  TarttxM 
madhye  vidhanam/1  and  the  reason  "  Viprakarshat,*'  —  the  meaning  being  **  on  accoixxi 
of  the  remoteness  of  the  mention  of  the  animal,  there  shonld  be  a  mention  of  the  cstlsie 
in  the  procedure,**  the  nominative  case—  ending  of  "  Viprakarshah  "  being  changed  i  o  -fc 
the  Cansal  Ablative,  and  the  Ablative  in  "  Vidhanlt  "  into  the  Predicative^ominafcivc 
It  may  be  urged  that  the  Vedic  sentence,  like  any  ordinary  sentence,  is  of  hum.£i, 
origin  j  and  to  meet  this,  we  have  the  Aphorisjra.  —  "  LoTce  sanniyamdt  <prayogah  &annifJc<x.v 
shah  syiit"  (l-i-26),  where  the  connection  is  interrupted  by  the  word  "  Sanniyamdt  y**~~  • 
the  meaning  of  the  Aphorism  being  **  in  the  ordinary  world,  a  word  is  used  with  re^a,ir' 
to  a  certain,  object  only,  when  there  is  some  sort  of  intercourse  between  the  ol>J  ©c 
and  one  of  the  sense-organs  j  atid  thus  all  Speech  functions  under  the  restrain.  fc  < 
sense-perception.  On  the  other  hand,  there  can  be  no  such  sense-contactj  and  tb 
consequent  restraint,  with  regard  to  Vedic  objects,  which  are  all,  more  or  less, 
sensuous.  This  Sutra  can  also  be  accepted  as  an  instance  of 
"  Saunikarshah  "  being  interpreted  as  "  Sannikarshafc." 
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56.  There  is  intervention  of  the  Satra  in  the  case  of  the  vomiting  of 
the  Soma  drunk  (at  the   sacrifice).     And  in   the   case  of  the   injunction 
referring  to  animal  in  general,  the  Sutra  itself  has  been  changed. 

57.  "  Agnayacca  Svakalatwat"  and  "  Deyadharmavapatanara  "  have 
been  explained  by  a  split  of  the  sentence. 

57-58.     And  the  following  arc  thej instances  of  secondary  signification  . 

&*  A  question  is  raised  as  to  the  "  Acwapratigrnha"  sacrifice  being  necessary  in  th« 
"case  of  the  acceptance  of  the  gift  of  a  horse  in  the  world  also,  or  only  during  the 
performance  of  a  Vedic  ceremony.  The  Aphorism  (III-iv-28)  lays  down  the  wrong 
view,  which  is  subsequently  set  aside  by  the  Aphorism,  III-iv-29.  Then  comes  th<* 
question  of  offering  the  "  Somaindra  "  cake,  in  the  c:»se  of  the"  sacrificer  vomiting  out 
the  Soma-jnice  that  he  may  have  drunk  ;  and  with  regard  to  this  a  donbt  arises  as  to 
whether  such  offering  ia  to  be  made  when  one  throws  out  the  juice  ordinarily,  or  only 
when  it  is  thrown  out  at  a  sacrifice.  This  doubt  is  set  aside  by  the  Aphorism,  III-iv-32, 
where  the  word  "tadvat"  is  made  to  refer  to  the  case  of  "ordinary  drinking,"  other 
than  the  sacrificial,  which  was  mentioned  in  Aphorism  III-iv-28,  which  is  separated  by 
no  less  than  three  Sutras,  from,  the  present  Aphorism.  Again,  with  regard  to  the 
Injunction  of  the  qualifications  of  the  animals  to  be  sacrificec1  at  the  "  Jyotishtoma,"  a 
question  arises  as  to  whether  the  Injunction  refers  to  all  the  tnree  animals,  or  to  only 
one  or  two  of  them.  And  in.  reply,  we  have  the  Aphorism  III-vi-18,  which  clearly 
applies  the  Injunction  to  all  three  equally.  But  finding  this  v^ew  to  h«  inconsistent 
with  III-vi-19, — which  nppl».*»p  tlm  Injunction  to  0113  animal  only — in  order  to  remove 
this  inconsistency,  the  Bhashya  holds  the  Injunction  to  apply  to  one — the  "  Savaniya" 
animal;  and  accordingly  modifies  the  former  Aphorism,  interpreting  it  as — "The 
Injunction  would  have  referred  equally  to  all  the  three  animals,  "had  there  been  no 
difference  of  context;  but  in  the  present  case,  we  have  a  difference  of  context;  therefore 
the  Injunction  refers  to  the  Savaniya  animal  only." 

&T  The  former  is  part  of  III-vii-39 ;  the  latter  refers  to  IX-iv-43. 

61.53  (i)  Though  the  word  4<  Antpattika "  means  "  belonging  to  the  origin,*'  yet, 
through.  Indication,  it  is  explained  as  "  Natural."  (2)  In  the  Aphorism  "  Gavyasya  cha 
tadadishu,"  though  the  word  "gavya"  means  either  something  that  is  produced  from  the 
cow,  or  the  limbs  of  the  cow, — yet,  on  account  of  the  Arthavada  passage  **  Gavo  va  St»it 
Satramas'xta " — which  implies  m'qre  relation  to  the  cow,  the  word  "gavya"  comes  to 
be  explained  as  the  **  path  traversed  by  the  cow.3'  (3)  Having  raised  the  question 
whether  all  the  Bik  verses  are  to  be  introduced  or  not, — the  reply  is  that  only  those  are  to 
be  introduced  in  the  middle,  that  are/  named  the  "  Dhayya  "  Rik,  while  fresh  ones  pre- 
senting themselves  are  to  be  put  in  at  the  end  ;  and  the  names  of  these  latter  are  given 
as  the  "  Ushnik  "  and  "  Kakubh."  Then  again,  there  is  an  Arthavada  passage  to  the 
effect  that  the  tJs"hnik  and  Kaknbh  '  are  subsidiary  to  the  Trishtupj  hence,'  in  accord  - 
with  the  Law  of  Indication,  that  the  cause  is  mentioned  by  the  effect,  the  word 
"  Ushmkkakubhau "  is  made  to  indicate  their  parent,  the  Trishtup,  (4)  In  this  Sutra, 
the  word  "Abhyudaya"  is  made  to  indicate  the  ''Dwadasaha"  sacrifice,  which  is  a 
means  of  "Abhyndaya"  (prosperity).  The  meaning  of  the  Sufcra  thus  comes  to  be 
rt  Since  in  the  Dwadashaha  sacrifice  we  find  particular  names  given  to  the  different 
s-icrificers— such,  as  the  Halfers,  Quarterers,  Thirders"t — therefore  the  principal  distri- 
bution of  the  gift  is  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  those  names,  and  not  equally  to 
all  sacrificers,  or  in  accordance  with  the  work  done  by  each ;  that  is  to  say,  not  consi- 
dering the  work  that  each  may  have  done,  the  Halfer  should  get  half,  the  Thirdey 
the  third  part,  and  so  on. 
0 
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(1)    «  Autpafcfcikasfu  "  (Aph.  I-i-5),  (2)  "Gayyasya"    (Aph. 

(3)    "  Ushnikkakubhah  "   (V-iii-6),  (4)    "  Dar^anacca  vi^esbasya  tatha- 

bhjudaye"'  (See  Note). 

59.  Or,  the  passage  beginning  with  "loks"  may  be  taken  as  signify- 
ing the  praise  of  the  author  of  the  aphorisms:  in  explaining  by  means  of 
well-known  words,  the  disciples  were  wot  troubled  by  him. 

60.  "  Bhavitavyanta  term  "  —  all  before  this  taken  as  one  sentence, 
or  taking  all  before  the  passage  containing  the  word  "  Vedadhyayanam  "  — 
we  have  the  objections  to  the  use  of  the  word  "  Atha." 

61.  The  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  the  Veda  is  only  possible 
by  means  of  the  Sutras  consisting  of  words  of  known  meanings  ;  but  the 
meaning  of  the  word  *  Atha  '   cannot  be  said  to  be  well-known  unless  you 
postulate  a  certain  foregone  action. 

62.  It  is  only  a  word  with  well-known  meanings  that  is  proper  to 
use;  but  such  is  not  the  case  (with  the  word  "JMa"  as  used  her*)  — 
such  is  the  objection.    And  again  if  the  meaning  of  the  words  "Atha,  <fcc.,'f 
be  well-known*  why  should  they  be  explained  now  P 

63.  'It  (such  explanation)  is  simply  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
(what  the  word  means}'  —  say  some. 

63-64.  Out  of  a  composite  of  various  signification  —  assumed  by  Bhava* 
dasa—  ,  some  people  explain  v£ie  -meaning  as  belonging  directly  to  only  it 
portion  thereof,  as  in  the  case  of  the  beginning  of  the  Eighth  Adhyaya. 

64.  (Others  again  saj)  :  "Here  we  cannot  have  an  explanation  of  the 
Veda,  as  such  explanation  has  been  censured  as  useless  effort/7 

65.  Or  again,  it  may  only  be  an  objection  (again  so  the  use  of  the 

»  With  this  begins  the  5fch  Interpretation  —  "  Praise." 

*0  With  this  begins  the   6th  Interpretation  —  "  objection  to  the  use  of  the  word 


M  This  explains  the  meaning  of  the  Bhashya,  ending  with  "  Bharitavyantu  tena,'* 

*ft  With  "and  again"  begins  the  consideration  of  the  Bhashya  beginning  with 
"  tatra  Iok5,  Ac." 

63-64  Bhavadasa  has  taken  "  Afchltah  "  as  a  composite  word,  and  has  explained  it  as 
denoting  "  sequence;  "  bnt  the  commentators  on  the  Bhashya  explain  the  Bhasbya—  • 
where  it  dilates  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  Atha  "  —  as  attributing  the  denotation 
of  sequence  to  the  word  **  Atha"  alone,  and  not  to  "  Atha  n  and  "  Atah  "  as  forming  a 
composite  word.  A  similar  explanation  of  the  word  **  Atha  "  by  itself,  as  signifying 
tequence,  is  given,  in  the  first  Aphorism  of  the  Eighth  Adhyaya. 

6*  The  sense  of  this  elliptical  Karika  is  this  :  It  has  been  urged  that  the  explana- 
tion of  both  the  Teda  and  the  Sntra,  would  be  a  useless  effort  ;  and  in  the  present  case 
we  don't  find  an  explanation  of  any  Vedio  passage  j  hence  if  the  Sutra  too  were  left 
unexplained,  there  would  be  .no  purpose  served  by  the  Bhashya.  Consequently  we 
have  here  an  explanation  of  each  member  of  the  Sufcra. 

**  The  passage  **  Tatra  lake,  <fcc.,M  objects  to  the  acceptance  of  the  ordinary  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "  Atha,"  on  account  of  the  impossibility  of  the  sense  of  sequence,  in 
the  absence  of  any  preceding  ©vent.  And  after  such  an  objection  has  been  raised,  it  is 
only  proper  that  the  signification  of  the  word  "  Atha  "  shoald  be  fully  dilated  upon, 
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word  *  Atha)1  as  explained  before  (signifying  sequence)  ;  because  there  is 
no  event  preceding  it. 

65-66.  "  If  a  word  is  always  to  be  taken  in  its  well-known  sense,  such 
cannot  be  said  to  be  the  case  with  the  word  *  atha ' ;  and  therefore— there 
must  be  a  tupplying  of  ellipsis  (and  other  modes  of  secondary  interpre- 
tation)." 

66-67.  "  The  accomplishment  of  the  study  of  the  Veda,  and  the 
mention  of  the  high  character  of  the  *  Bath  '  are  not  recognised  without 
a  full  comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  *  Atha  * ;  hence  has  this 
latter  been  explained/9 

67-68.  If  the  word  were  without  meaning*,  or  if  it  hud  some  other 
far-fetched  meaning,  the  ordinarily  known  signification  would  certainly  be 
set  aside;  therefore  for  the  sake  of  the  accomplishment  of  the  direct 
meaning,  a  certain  foregoing  event  has  to  be  assumed ; — the  knowledge  of 
the  specified  'mark'  (middle  term)  leading  to  tlie  comprehension  of  the 
specified  *  subject  *  (major  term). 

09.    Others  have  thought  it  impossible  to  obtain  such  a  meaning 
the  Sntra  alone,  and  have  therefore  said  "  It  is  not  so." 

By  the  declaration  of  sequence,  as  also  by  the  fact  of  its  having 


This  gives  the  meaning  of  the  abjection  as  «*»•*»<! -*n  tbo  JniaiAy*. 
Some  atououfU/rs  eYpiain  the  Bhashya  thus :  This  explanation  of  the  woM 
*  Atba  is  not  with  a  view  to  explain  this  word  alone ;  bat  what  is  meant  is  that  when 
there  is  an  explanation  of  the  word  (  Atha,' — in  the  course  of  such  an  explanation,  we 
would,  by  means  of  questions  and  answers,  come  to  speak  of  the  accomplishment  of 
Vedio  study,  and  the  excellence  of  the  concluding  "  Bath/*  If  we  left  off  the  explana- 
tion of  the  word,  the  mention  of  these  facts  would  appear  irrelevant. 

61.6*  [In  the  first  fire  methods  of  interpreting  the  opening  sentence  of  the 
Bhashya,  the  sentence  up  to  "  Prayatnagauravam  pragajygta  "*  is  taken  as  a  single 
sentence ;  and  the  sentence  "  tatra  loke,  Ac.,"  is  taken  as  embodying-  the  objection  to 
the  use  ofthe  word  **  Atha.*'  The  two  limits  of  this  latter  sentence  are  to  be  taken 
as  before  (in  Kariki  60).  We  have  explained  the  sentence  beginning  with  f*  Bhavita- 
vyam,"  as  construed  together  with  the  foregoing  sentence  of  the  objection-passages. 
But  if  we  accept  the  first  limit, — taking  all  the  sentences,  from  the  beginning,  down  to 
"  Bh&fitavyam,"  as  forming  a  single  compound  sentence — >  then  we  have  to  take  the 
sentence  "  Bh«vitavyam,  <fcc.,J*  us  supplying  an.  answer  to  the  objection  raised.  And  ifc 
is  this  explanation  that  is  given  in  the  present  Karifca.]  If  the  word  "Atha  "had 
any  other  meaning  than,  that  of  sequence,  then  we  would  be  going  against  its  direct 
denotative  signification.  So,  for  the  sake  of  this  latter,  we  have  to  assume  some  pre- 
ceding event;  and  such  an.  event  is  the  "  study  of  the  Veda."  If  ;*  Bliavifcavyam,  &c.,JI 
be  taken  as  farming  part  of  the  objection -passage,  then  the  reply  would  consist  of 
the  sentence  "  tattu  bodhyam,  <fec."  The  cognition,  of  the  '*  desire  to  know  Duty  " 
leads  to  the  comprehension  of  YecKc  study  j  the  argument-  "having  the  form — "  Because 
there  is  a  desire  to*  know  Duty,  therefore  there  must  have  been  a  study  of  the  Yeda, 
preceding  such  desire/* 

69  This  introduces  fche  Bhaahya — "Naitadevam,  anyasyapi,  &c.'* 
89.70  The  aphorism  itself  declares  sequence ;   and  it  has  a  visible  end,  in  the  shape 
of  the  desire  to  know  Duty  ;   hence  the   ''stndy  of  the  Yeda"   musfc  ba  taken  a»  impHed 


a  visible  end,  a  study  of  the  Vedas  m  implied  ;  hence,  why  should  there 
the  objection  that  it  (study  of  the  Veda)  is  not  directly  mentioned   iii 
Sutra  ?  * 

70-71.     That  particular  event  without  which  the  *  desire  of  knowing 
is  not  possible,  is  the  one,  sequence  to  which  is  assumed  to  be  the  aforest*,**-*" 
visible  end. 

71-72.  liiy  active  "  desire  to  know  "  would  always  follow  up**** 
something  or  other;  and  as  such  the  declaration  of  such  mm^tlii-ng  *** 
general  (without  any  specification)  is?  entirely  useless. 

7*2-73.     Though    it    is    (rue    that    without    previous    determmatio**" 
(Sankalpa)  the  desire  is  not  accomplished,  —  yet  this  too  being  common 
all  actions),  does  nut  need  any  special  treatment. 

73-74.  Therefore  it  is  an  accomplished  specific  cause  of  the  *  desire 
know  Duty/  which  is  meant  by  the  author  of  the  Sutra  ;  and  this  can 
no  other  than  Study. 

71-75.  "  A  study  of  the  Veda  having  been  precluded  by  the  son  ten  cs** 
k  Auyasyipi,  &c.'  (m  the  Bliashya),  it  is  not  proper  to  add  *  Pragapi* 
<ic./  as  even  there  4  something  else  *  i&  possible." 

70.     **Tke   desired   meaning  having   been    got  at,   by   means  of 
foregoing  (sentences),  what  is  the  use  of  the  pansage  *  Tadriclntu,  <fec.*  " 

76~/#.     It  is  only  by  ovpr-  looking  what  is  to  be  described  later 
that   such  an  objection   can   be.  rained;    for  it   is   not  yet  proved 


by  the  aphorism  itself;  and  it  is  not  right  to  urge  that  sneh  study  is  not  mentioned 

the  aphorism. 

7i."S  The  aphorism  denotes  sequence;   bat  seq  uence  in  general  need  not  have 

declared  ;  because,  as  a  rule,  anything  that  is  done  necessarily  follows  something 

So  by  declaring  tfftjuenee  the  Aphorism  most  refer  to  sequence  to  something  particular 

and  this  can  be  no  nothing  eke  but  the  "  study  of  the  Veda." 

It-is  This  Kwrikd  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  **  Determination  is  al 

found  to  have  a  visible  effect  ;  therefore  why  should  we  not  accept  sequence  to 

determination  "  ?    The  seuse  of  the  reply  is  that  determination  is  a  common  factor  iant 

all  actioots,  and  us  such  nd  special  montiun  of  this  is  necessary. 

7i-75  The  Bhashya  is  thus  :  "  It  U  not  so  ;  becuose  the  desire  to  know  Duty  mx*,y 
follow  from  other  actions,  even  before  the  sfcuily  of  the  Veda";  and  the  present  Knrilcii 
means  that  the  first  half  of  the  sentence  having  already  precluded  V><lic  study,  th«3A",o 
was  no  need  of  adding  the  words  "  even  before,  &e.  "  j  because  even  before  such  stud  37% 
ml  that  is  possible  as  preceding  the  desire  to  know  Duty,  is  something  other 
the  study  of  the  Veda  j  and  thia  has  already  been  pointed  out  in  the  first  half  of 
sentence, 

1&  The  sentence  utasmin  hi  sati  saVakulpyate  "  implies  the  necessity  of  Veclio 
fcitudy  5  as  without  this,  no  "desire  to  know  Duty"  is  possible.  And  the  passage  in. 
question  too  refers  only  to  snob.  Vedic  scady,  as  one  without  which  the  desire  is  nofc 
possible. 

1$-*A  As  J"aimini  has  only  mentioned  "Daty,"  it  cannot  yet  be  known  that  he  I« 
going  to  prove  the  Veda  aloue  aa  the  means  of  knowing  Duty,  or  that  lie  is  going1  -fc<> 
explain  onl}T  Vedie  passages.  Hence,  so  long  as  we  have  not  lesu-nt  these  faicts,  we 
very  reaaouubly  urge  that  "bowing  to  Chaitya"  is  also  a  Duty  j  and  as  such,  a 
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14  Injunction  "  is  the  means  "of  knowing  Duty;  (nor  is  it  yet  known)  what 
sentences  Jaimini  will  explain.  As  it -is  only  "Duty"  that  has  beeu 
mentioued  up  to  this  time,  a  desire  to  know  it  might  follow  also  upon  a 
study  of  the  assertions  of  Buddha  and  others  j — and  this  is  what  is 
referred  to  by  the  passage  "  Anyasyapi,  <fec." 

78-82.  Or,  the  aphorism  may  he  read  as  "  Having  studied  the  Vedas, 
the  investigation  should  follow  immediately*"  Then  too  the  two  intended 
implications  would  be :  "  not  without  having  studied,"  and  '*  not  after 
doing  something  else"  ;  bufc  such  implication  cannot  be  got  at  (in  a  single 
sentence),  because  of  the  chance  of  syntactical  split,  consequent  upon  the 
duplicate  construction,  noticed  hereafter.  If  the  injunction  simply  said 
"after  having  studied,"  then  the  investigation  of  Duty  might  follow  aftei- 
the  "  Bath"  ;  for  in  such  a  case,  there  would  be  no  injunction  of  " imme- 
diate sequence."  If  however  it  be  said  to  be  au  injunction  of  "  immediate 
sequence,"  then  the  investigation  following  upon  Vedic  skudy  might  be  made 
the  subject,  (and  thus  the  immediate  sequence  being  referred  thereto),  we 
laud  upon  the  possibility  of  an  investigation  even  prior  to  Study. 

82.  The  passage  "Tadt^m,  <fec.,"  specially  serves  to  preclude  the 
study  of  the  sayings  of  Buddha,  &c. 

83-84<.  The  study  of  the  Yeda  being  arrived  at,  through  the  implica- 
tion of  the  objection  "  PrSgapi,  &c.,"  the  donotatlou  of  neither  of  the  two 
aforesaid  sentences  can  be  the  object  of  Injunction.  This  is  what  is  meant 
by  the  Bhashya,  beginning  with  "  api  cfl." 

84.  What  is  enjoined  is  explained  in  the  passage  beginning  with 
"  kintu  "  ? 

84-85.  Some  people  construe  the  passage  "  Parastaccanantaryam  " 
(by  supplying  into  it  words  from  without), — as  "nor  do  we  lay  down  its 

to  know  Duty  may  also  be  taken  as  following  after  a  study  of  the  Scriptures  of  the 
Buddhists  and  other  Atheistic  sects  j  and  that  such  desire  is  not  preceded  necessarily 
by  a  study  of  the  Veda  alone. 

18-82  *<  Noticed  hereafter " — in  the  Bhashya  passage  :  "  Vedanadhityetyekasy/im 
vidhiyute  anudydntaryam,  viparitamanyaayam.^ 

S&-8*  The  investigation  into  the  meaning  of  Vedic  sentences  is  nut  possible  for  one 
who  hag  not  studied  the  Veda.  Therefore  the  study  of  Veda  being  proved  to  be  neces- 
sary, through  the  implication  of  the  objection, — even  if  we  have  the  Injunction  in  the 
form  "only  after  Vedio  study,  &o.," — the  objections  to  this,  urged  above,  cense  to 
apply  to  the  present  case.  "  Bhdshya " — the  passage  referred  to  is  :  "  api  cha  naiva 
vedadhyayandt ptirvam arthaikatwaccailcavakyatam  vakshyati" 

8*  Beginning  with  "Kiutn"  and  ending  with,  "upade^at/1 — the  sense  of  which 
passage  is  that  the  aphorism  serves  to  preclude  the  "Bath"  (enjoined  in  the  Smritis), 
•which  implies  the  end  of  one's  residence  with  his  Teacher. 

8*-86  in  accordance  with  this  view,  the  whole  sentence  has  to  be  construed  thus  : 
We  do  not  prohibit  investigation  into  the  nature  of  .Duty  prior  to  Vedic  study ;  nor  do 
we  lay  stress  npo^  its  immediate  sequence  to  it. 

tf  Because  of  the  fact  nf  the  aphorism,  $Tc." — because  the  aphorism  refers  to  the 
preclusion  of  the  cessation  of  one's  residence  with  his  Teacher.  "  Because  of  such  being, 
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immediate   sequence."    They  construe  thus,  because  of  the  fact  of 
aphorism  referring  to  another  subject:    (Investigation)  Is  not 
before   Study,   nor  ia  its  immediate  sequence  enjoined,  because  this 
accomplished  by  the  power  (of  Study  itself),  and  also  on  account  of 
necessity,  in  that  case,  of  postulating  an  unseen  effect.     Therefore  we 
not  bot  have  recourse  to  indirect  signification  (Indication). 

86-87.  (Bui)  here  (in  the  Bhashya)  the  theory  of  immediate 
sequence  appears  to  have  been  accepted. 

And  it  is  without  renouncing  the  direct  meaning,  that  the  indicates*. 
meaning  has  to  be  accepted. 

87-88.  The  investigation  of  Duty,  being  understood  to  follow  closely 
upon  Vedic  study,  —  thus  occupying  a  particular  point  of  time  —  woulcl 
imply  the  negation  of  "  Bath  "  (at  that  time). 

88-89.  There  being  a  contradiction  in  the  simultaneity  of  tsth  (Bath. 
and  Investigation  occurring  immediately  after  Study),  there  Is  a  weak- 
ness in  the  claim  of  "  Bath,"  on  account  of  its  occurrence  at  that  time  being- 

<f  c,"—  The  form  of  the  Injunction  cannot  be  that  "  investigation  should  follow  nece«~ 
satily  after  study  "  ;  because  this  is  implied  in  the  very  power  of  study  itself,  without* 
which  naturally,  no  investigation  is  possible.  Again  immediate  sequence  cannot  be  the 
object  of  the  Injunction;  because  the  investigation  could  be  as  well  carried  on,  even. 
after  the  lapse  of  a  cerium  wnferof  years  after  Vedic  study;  therefore  no  palpable 
end  is  served  by  enjoining  immediate  sequence.  Therefore  in  thia  .case  we  wouldl 
hnve  to  postulate  an  invisible  result,  which  is  not  allowable  iu  a  treatise  based  upon. 
Besson  ;  specially  in  a  case  where  such  assumption  is  easily  avoidable.  For  these 
reasons,  we  must  have  recourse  to  an  indirect  method  of  interpreting  the  Sutra 
through  Indication  ;  whereby  we  get  at  the  meaning  just  noted.  * 

81  Taking  the  aphorism  to  indicate  the  preclusion  of  the  cessation  of  one's  resi- 
dence with  his  Te»     er,  we  are  to  give  up  the  direct  meaning  entirely  ,   but,  at  the 
same  time,  we  should  base  the  indicated  meaning  upon  ifc. 

*T-83  "  Bath  »  and  "  Investigation"  are  mutual  contradictories  ;  because  by  «  Bath  " 
here  Is  meant  the  giving  up  of  the  habits  of  the  religious  student;  consequently  after 
the  Bath,  th0re  could  be  no  longer  residence  with  one's  Teacher  (which  is  also  necessarr 
for  the  religious  student).  Bat  such  departure  from  the  Teacher's  house  would  mili. 
tate  against  a  proper  instigation  into  the  nature  of  Duty,  which  needs  the  help  of 
the  Teacher^  Hence  when  this  investigation  is  understood  as  following  immediately 
after  study,  it  natnrnlly  precludes  its  contradictory,  "  Bath  "  * 

88.89  "Opposed  to  ft.  Fed^-The  study  of  the  Veda  i.'  for  the  purpoie  of  knowm* 
it,  me,nmg  ;  «>,  if  after  mere  repetition  of  the  Veda  the  rtnfleat 


-  ee        e     to 

Say.  the    Bhashya:       Vedamarthavantam    p^jW,™*™    ^n 

^.aWpavma."  The  immediate  .eauenoe  of  Instigation  to  Stady 
proved  by  the  opposition  of  "Bath"  to  the  Veda.  But  the  Bhi,hyl 
effort  to  reconcile  the  two  Injunctions:  « 


sequence. 
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Opposed  to  the  Veda  ;  and  consequently  this  ( Bath )  would  be  superseded 
by  '  Investigation  '  through  its  superior  strength  (support  of  the  Veda). 

89-90.  The  passage  containing  the  expression  "  drishtarthatvaV*  and 
the  one  beginning  with  "  lakshanaya  tu"  (occurring  in  the  Bhasbya)  are 
left  ofE  by  some  (Commentators ),  as  they  think  them  to  be  a  mere  repetition 
and  hence  meaningless.  (Lit.,  on  account  of  the  fact  of  its  meaning  having 
been  already  arrived  at  by  other  sentences). 

90-91.  To  these  we  reply:  Thongh  "  immediate  sequence  "  may  doubt- 
less be  said  to  be  expressed  by  the  "  Ktwa  "  affix  yet,  on  account  of  non- 
contradiction, this  affix,  may  be  taken  as  indicating  mere  "  precedence/* 

91-92.  If  one  performed  the  "  Bath  "  immediately  after  having  got 
up  the  mere  text  of  the  Veda,  it  would  be  contrary  (to  the  fact  of  the  Study 
having  a  visible  end).  Bat  if  we  explain  the  word  "Adhyayana"  as 
"Adhigama"  (comprehension, — deriving  it  from  the  root  *  ina,' — to  go), 
then  the  contradiction  ceases. 

92-93.  One  who,  having  explained  no n -contradiction  in  this  manner 
would  assert  the  necessity  of  the  Bath,  for  the  sake  of  a  certain  unseen 
result,  or  as  a  purificatory  rite; — to  him  we  make  the  following  reply : 

93-95.  In  this  connection,  the  Injunction  laying  down  the  various  re- 
straints— "  not-bathing "  and  the  rest — for  the  religious  student,  not 
having  laid  down  a  limit  to  these, — these  stand  in  ^need  <>£  o,n  injunction, 
laying -down  their  end  ;  and  hence  on  account  jf  this  requirement,  "Bath  " 
must  mean  the  cessation  of  u  not-bathing  and  the  rest " — which  would  thus 
come  to  bt>  indicated  by  means  of  *  contradiction  '  and  *  accompaniment/ 
for  the  sake  of  a  visible  purpose. 


89.90  The  two  passages  referred  to  are:  (1)  " Drishtarthata  cadhyayanasyanan- 
tarye  vyahanyeta"  (2)  *'  Lakshanayd  twesho'rthah  syat"  The  sense  of  these  commen- 
tators is  that  the  former  is  a  mere  repetition  of  what  has  been  asserted  in  the  passage : 
"  Drishto  hi  tasydrthah,  <J*c.,"  and  the  latter  is  meaningless. 

**-W  It  has  been  declared  in  the  preceding  portion  of  the  Bhashya  that  the  affix 
'  Ktvd'  does  not  signify  immediate  sequence.  Still  we  grant  that  it  has  snoh  significa- 
tion in  the  present  instance ;  even  then  the  fact  of  Study  having  a  visible  purpose,  in  the 
shape  of  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  Veda,  would  be  contradicted. 
Hence,  in  order  to  avoid  this  contradiction,  we  ought  to  interpret  the  affix  '  Ktva,*  per 
Indication,  as  implying  mere  precedence. 

W-9&  Explaining  "  Bath,"  not  as  the  ceremony  closing  the  period  of  one's  residence 
with  the  Teacher,  but  only  as  a  particular  religious  rite,  bringing  about  certain  invisible 
results,  like  ordinary  sacrifices. 

9S-96  What  is  wanted  here  is  the  end  of  restraints  put  upon  the  religious  student, 
and  not  mere  ( bathing.*  Therefore  the  word  "  Bath  "  in  the  said  Injunction  must  be 
taken  to  mean  the  cessation  of  its  contradictory, — "  non-bathing,"  as  also  the  other 
'restraints  and  duties  imposed  upon  the  religious  student.  Thus  then  the  finishing  of 
the  Veda  becomes  the  limit  of  these  restraints ;  and  consequently  all  other  duties  being 
only  subsidiary  to  Study,  the  end  of  this  latter  would  reasonably  put  an  end  to  such 
duties  also. 
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95-96      Thus  then   of   the  words—  signifying   respectively 

1  Bath  '  and  4  tiie  order  of  sequence  of  the  Investigation'1—  the  above  inter- 
pretations have  to  be  accepted,  for  the  sake  of  a  visible  purpose. 

06-97.  (Obj  )  :  ki  H  one  were  to  carry  on  the  investigation  after  tho 
Bath,  he  would  not  be  contradicting  the  Veda;  and  thus  the  contradic- 
tion (you  have  urged)  ceases."  To  one  who  thus  objects,  we  make  thd 

following  reply  : 

97-99.  Just  as  the  Smriti  lays  down  the  '  Bath  '  to  follow  immediately 
after  (  Study/  so  also  (does  it  lay  down)  another  action,  to  follow  after- 
that  (bathing),  and  another  one  after  this  last,  (and  so  on).  Thus  them 
as  it  would  be  absolutely  necessary  (for  the  sake  of  Investigation)  to  sefc 
aside  something  that  has  been  enjoined  by  the  Smriti,  it  is  only  reasonable 
that  we  should  set  aside  '  Bath  '  as  it  is  the  first  to  come  up  at  the  time, 
and  as  such  the  fittest  for  being  set  aside. 

09-100,  Tims  it  is  understood  that  the  order  of  sequence  based  upoo. 
words,  is  set  aside  by  the  exigencies  of  the  meaning.  Or  there  being  «< 
contradiction  between  the  primary  and  the  secondary,  it  is  the  secondary 
that  is  to  be  set  aside. 


(1)  The  word,  signifying  study,  in  the  injunction:  "The  Yeda  should  bo 
studied,"  has  been  explained  as  implying  the  "  Comprehending  Of  the  meaning.  (2)  In. 
*H«  injunction  "  xvfter  «Udr  one  should  bathe,"  the  word  "  Bathe  "  has  been  explained 
as  implying  the  *  cessation  of  non-bathing  and  the  other  habits  of  the-religious  student-* 
(3)  The  word  "  Atha"  has  been  explained  as  implying  the  prohibition  of  one's  removal 
from  the  Teacher's  house.  All  these  interpretations  have  been  accepted  simply  on. 
the  ground  of  their  leading  to  visible  ends. 

91-99  In  gmritis,  we  have  such  injunctions  aa—  "one  shonld  take  a  wife,  after 
having  bathed,"  and  "  when  one  has  thus  become  a  Householder,  he  shonld  perform  the 
Agnihofcra,"—  and  so  on,  one  after  the  other,  leaving  no  time  unoccupied,  which  could. 
serve  for  an  Investigation  into  Duty,  after  the  "  Bath,"  Hence  in  order  to  carry  on  the 
Investigation,  which  is  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  Veda,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that 
we  should  set  aside  at  least  one  action  enjoined  in  the  above  Smritis.  And  as  th^ 
fittest  time  for  investigation  is  just  after  the  Study,  we  naturally  seek  to  set  aside  thai* 
which  the  Smriti  has  laid  down  as  following  immediately  after  the  study;  and  this  Is 
no  other  than  the  "Bath*"  Again  it  is  only  the  learned  that  are  entitled  to  the  per- 
formance of  sacrifices  ;  and  as  no  one  can  be  said  to  be  learned  unless  he  has  fully- 
mastered  the  nature  of  Duty,  it  becomes  incumbent  on  us  to  have  finished  the  investi- 
gation into  Duty,  as  also  all  ot>»<"*  *  ~anches  of  learning,  before  the  taking  up  of  the 
house-holder's  life  and  its  attend*  ..uties. 

99.100  The  immediate  sequence  of  "  Bath  M  to  Study  —  which  is  laid  down  in  the 
sentence  "having  studied,  one  should  bathe"  —  is  set  aside  by  the  immediate  sequence 
of  the  Investigation,  which  is  implied  by  the  fact  of  its  arising  directly  out  of  the  Study 
itself.  That  the  order  based  upon  words  is  set  aside  by  that  based  upon  the  senee  will 
be  explained  in  the  5th  Adhyiya. 

**  Order"  is  the  secondary  factor  in  the  meaning  of  words;  hence.  if  we  accept  the* 
order  based  upon  words,  we  set  aside  'sfcady*  (which  has  been  explained  as  the 
comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  Veda),  and  which  being  the  direct  signification* 
is  the  primary  factor  of  the  word.  Hence  vre  must  reject  the  order  based  upon  mere 
word*  and  consequently  set  aside  the  immediate  sequence  of  "  Bath." 
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100-101.  By  'Bath'  here  is  meant  tlie  'return  from  the  Teacher's 
house' j  (and  it  is  this  latter  which)  would  be  set  aside,  as  being  opposed 
(to  Study  and  Investigation),  and  not  the  tasting  of  Honey  (or  Wine),  <fcc. 

101-102.  Thus  then  we  understand  the  Injunction  to  mean  that 
"  Residing  in  the  house  of  the  Teacher,  but  not  abstaining  from  *  honey, 
meat,  &c.'  (because  these  are  not  opposed  to  the  desired  Investigation), 
one  is  to  investigate  Duty,** 

102-103.  And  so  long  as  the  (final)  return  from  the  Teacher's  House 
is  not  accomplished,  there  is  no  'Bath;1  because  (the  Bath)  means  (the 
cessation  of)  all  (the  habits  of  the  religions  student,  including  residence 
at  the  Teacher's  House). 

103-104.  And  so  long  as  one  has  not  finally  relinquished  the 
Teacher's  House,  he  is  not  called  a  *  Snataka';  and  so  long  too  there  can 
be  no  marriage ;  because  marriage  has  been  laid  down  only  for  the  Snataka. 

104.  The  Smriti  '*  one  is  to  bathe  (after  study)  "  has  been  quoted 
(in  the  Bhishya)  after  having  been  explained. 

105.  And  though  the  sentence    "MS    samavartishta "   (do  not  go 
away  from  the  Teacher's  House)   occurs  (in  the  Bhashya),  immediately 
after  the  quotation  of  the  above  Smriti  injunction,*r-yet  as  this  is  contrary 
to  the  Smriti,  it  is  to  be  taken  apart  from  that  passage  (Smriti). 

106.  The  preclusion  (of  Bath),  that  has  been  explained  to  be  due  to 
(implied  by)   tlie   word    "Atha,"  is    here   (in  the   Bhashya  passage   in 
question)   shown  to  have  a  definite  visible  end  (and  it  ia  not  for  an  unseen 
«uper*physical  result). 

107.  The  non-abstinence  from  meat,  honey,  <fcc.,  on  this  occasion  (end 
of  study)  has  been  indicated  by  the  Smriti ;  and  as  such  it  would  not  look 
well  for  the  author  of  the  aphorisms  to  be  prohibiting  these  (meat,  <fcc.), 
for  the  sake  of  an  unseen  result  only. 

108.  Thongh  after  having  once  returned  from  the  Teacher's  House 
(thus  following  the  dictum  of  the  Smriti  directly),  one  could  go  there 
again,  for  the  purpose  of  investigation  ; — yet,  this  too  (the  former  Return) 
could  be  (only  explained  as  being)   for  the  sake  of  an  unseen   result. 
Hence  this  explanation  has  not  been  touched  upon  here  (in  the  Bhashya). 

109.  For  one  who  has  had   his  ends  fulfilled,  the  Return,  from  the 
Teacher's  House  is  seen  to  have  a  perceptible  result,  and  so  has  it  been 
declared  in  the  Smriti.     And  there  could  be  no  purpose  iu  the  Return  of  one 
who  has  not  yet  had  his  ends  fulfilled  (i.e.,  one  who  has  not  yet  finished 
all  that  he  had  to  do  at  the  Teacher's  House) . 


104  That  is  to  say  tlie  meaning  of  the  Bhlahya  is  that  such  alone  can  be  the  mean- 
ing  of  the  Smriti  Injunction. 

^  "  Unseen  result  "—Because,  not  being  opposed  to  the  investigation  of  Duty, 
*ibstinence  therefrom  could  not  have  any  visible  end,— the  only  good  being  the  unseen 
result  proceeding  from  such  abstinence. 
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110.  "  The  fact  of  Vedic  study  being  the  cause  (of  investigation) 
having  been  established  by  the  word  *  Atha/  which  signifies  '  immediate 
sequence,' — what  is  the  use  of  the  word  *  Atah '  ? 

111.  Though  the  word   "Atha"    has    signified    appropriateness  (of 
investigation  after  Vedic   study),  yet  without  the  word  "Atah,"  there 
€ould  be  no  knowledge   of  the  fact  that    "  that  (Yedic  study)  alone  is 
the  cause. " 

112.  In  that  case  (in  the  absence  of  "Atah"),  it   (Yedic  study) 
would  become  a  qualification  of  the  person  ;  and  for  the  cause  of  invest! - 
-gation,   (we  would  have  to  postulate)  some  such  thing  as  hia  desire  for 
certain  things,  &c. 

113.  "  Study  "  (as  the  only  cause  of  investigation)  may  be  regarded  as 
implied  by  the  word  "  Atah."     Because  if  such  cause  were  not  mentioned, 
the  word  "  Atha  "  might  be  taken  simply  as  a  benedictory  word. 

114.  Or  again,  the  word  '  Atah.'  may  be  interpreted  only  as  preclud- 
ing the  "  Bath  " :  because  for  one  who  has  fitted  himself  (for  investigation) 
by  a  study  of  the  Veda,  there  can  be  no  idle  staying  (in  the  Teacher's 
House.) 

(Here  ends  the  discussion  of  the  signification  of  the  words  *  Atha  * 
and  *  Atah)' 


115-117,  The  desire,  signified  by  the  affix  *  San,'  has  for  its  object 
'the  "knowledge  which  is  nearest  related  to  it  (as  occurring  in  the  same  word)  ; 
so  it  belongs  to  the  knowledge  alone;  and  no  injunction  (or  anything  of  the 
sort)  is  implied  thereby.  Of  the  root  'Ishi*  (in  Iccha)  the  object  is 
the  extraneous  (as  occurring  in  another  word)  *  Duty,'  or 4  that J  (Knowledge), 
•or  both.  The  affix  "  tumun  "  signifies  co-subjectivity  (i.e.,  the  fact  of  '  desire  * 
and  'knowledge*  having  the  same  nominative)  ;  and  the  *  lin  '  (in  Icchet) 


110  if  «  Anantaryopadecitvat >J  is  taken  with  "atahcabdena,"  then  the  latter  half 
would  mean— "  what  is  the  good  of  the  word  *Atah'  signifying  mere  immediate  sequ- 
ence (which*haa  already  been  indicated  by  the  word  *  Atha ')  '*  ? 

H3  If  we  had  no  *  Atah/  the  meaning  of  the  Sutra  would  "be — "  a  person  who  has 
studied  the  Teda  is  entitled  to  the  Investigation  of  Duty  " ;  and  as  a  canse  of  Investi- 
gation, we  would  have  to  postulate  a  desire  for  certain  things,  which  cotild  belong  to  a 
Qiidra  also,  who  would  thus  become  entitled  to  the  Investigation,  and  thence  to  Vedio 
study,  which  can  never  be  allowable. 

11&-U7  The  Bhashya  referred  to  in  these  Karikas  is — "  Dharnmnjijnasitninic- 
chefca.'*  "Uldonge,  fyc" — i.e.,  the  part  of  the  word  ending  in  the  affix  'San*  signi- 
fies only  the  desire  for  "knowledge,  and  not  any  sort  of  injunction,  &c.  The  desiderative 
affix  '  San '  has  for  its  object  c  knowledge ' ;  and  the  root  '  ishi '  has  for  its  object  either 
*  Duty '  or  { knowledge/  or  both.  So  there  is  no  repetition  or  redundancy  in  "  jijnasittt- 
michchheta." 

ft  The  second  desire,  $*c.,  $"c." — as  an  instance  of  Besire  for  Desire,  we  have,  in 
ordinary  experience* »  fonging  foi  the  desire  for  food,  in  the  case  of  one  who  is  afflicted 
by  a  want  of  appetite. 
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signifies  injunction.     Tims  there  being  various  objects   (signified  b^  tne 
several  words  of  tlie  Bhasliya),  there  is  no  repetition  in  it. 

The  second  desire  in  (icch&f)  has  been  employed  for  the  sake  of  the- 
accomplishment  of  the  *  desire*  mentioned  in  the  aphorism. 

118.  (obj.).  "Because  in  the  case  of  (the  sense  of  the  Dative  being) 
for  the  sake  or  purpose  of  (tftdarthya),  it  is  the  effect  (the  modification) 
with  the  Dative  ending  that  is  compounded  with  its  material  cause, 
as  in  the  case  of  '  Yupadaru,* — therefore  there  can  be  no  such  compound  in 
the  present  instance  (as  *Dharraaya  jrjuasa')." 

110.  (Rep.).  The  clause  "  Sa  hitasya"  (in  the  Bbashya)  signifies 
the  breaking  up  of  the  compound  into  "  Dharmasya  jijnasa f)  (changing 
the  Dative  into  the  Grenitive) .  And  the  mention  of  "  Dharmaya  "  is  only 
with  a  view  to  show  that  the  Genitive  is  in  the  sense  of  "for  the  sake  or 
purpose  of." 

120.  (obj.).     "If  the  particular  relation  (of  for  the  sake  of)  be  meant 
to  be  implied,  then  the  Dative  alone    (and  not  the  Genitive)   would  be 
correct;  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  only  a  general  relation  be  meant  to  be 
implied,  then  why  should  there  be  any  mention  of  l  Tadarthya  *   (being  for 
the  sake  of)  "  ? 

121.  (Rep.).     Though  it  is  relation  in  general  alorfe  that   is  signified 
by  the  Genitive,  yet  it  is  the  relation  existing  in  a  particular  form  that  is 
here  meant  to  be  implied  by  the  Bhasliya. 

(Here  ends  the  exposition  of  '  Dharmajijnasa) .' 


122.  The  "semblance  of  means"  will  be  found  herein  in  the  argu- 
ments used  by  the  Piirvapakshi.(the  questioner  or  objector). 

122-123.  The  means  of  one  thing  applied  to  the  case  of  another 
constitutes  what  is  called  the  "  Semblance  of  Means," — e.g.,  the  mention 
of  the  means  of  sacrifices  as  pertaining  to  the  ends  of  man  (e.g.,  non- 
hearing  of  evil  spoken  of  himself),  and  those  of  the  latter  as  pertaining 


118  In  "  Yupadaru "  we  have  the  compound  consisting  of  "  Yupaya  daruh  '* — the 
wood  for  the  purpose  of  the  post,— because  the  icood  is  the  material  cause  of  the  post 
In  the  case  of  "  Dharmaya  jijnasa,"  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  such  relation  of 
cause  and  effect ;  therefore  it  is  not  proper  to  break  np  the  compound  "  Dharma- jijnasa  " 
In  this  manner. 

1*1  We  do  not  mean  that  the  Genitive  implies  "  tadarthya  "  j  we  take  it  to  signify 
mere  relation  in  general ;  but  as  snob,  a  relation,  without  any  specification,  wonld  be 
impossible,  the  Bhashya  specifies  the  relation  as  that  of  "  tadartnya,"  by  means  of  the 
insertion  of  the  Dative  affix  in  "Dharmaya." 

188.8$  "  ggshalakshana" — To  the  question— "  what  is  the  definition  of  Duty  "  ?—the 
Bhashya  replies  by  declaring  that  the  definition  is  given  in  the  second  aphorism ;  and 
whatever  remains  undefined  there,  is  explained  by  "  feshalakshana," —  a  word  that 
occurs  in  the  first  aphorism  of  the  Third  Adhyaya ;  but  there  we  do  nob  find  the 
explanation  of  all  that  we  have  yet  to  know  about  Duty.  For  this  reason,  the  Vaifcika 
fakes  the  wojcd  4<  fSshalaksbana  "  to  mean  the  complete  body  of  the  aphorisms. 


to  the  former.     The  Word  "fSshalakshuaa"    (the  remaining  definition) 
refers  to  the  complete  treatise. 

124.  "It  is  only  wliat  ig  known  (to  some  people)  that  is  capable  of 
Being  known  (by  others)  j  while  what  is  already  known  is  not  desired,  (to 
be  known).     (On  the  other  hand)  what  is  not  known  (to* the  people)  being 
incapable  of  being'  known,  (it  would  not  be  desired)  all  the  more  " ; — there- 
fore (with  a  view  to  meet  this  difficulty)  the  Bhashya  has  thus  declared : 

125.  Duty  is  to  be  enquired  into,  on  account  of  doubts  (with  regard 
to  it),  and  also  because  of  its  leading  to  bliss.     A  thing  with  regard  to 
which  there  were  no  doubts,  or  which  did  not  lead  to  a  (desirable)  end, 
could  never  be  enquired  into. 

.  126.  In  the  matter  of  the  form,  &c.,  of  Duty  there  are  two  questions 
(with  regard  to  its)  *  Pramana '  (the  means  of  knowing  it)  and  *  Eupa ' 
(its  proper  form)  ;  and  by  means  of  theae  two,  these  preliminary  questions 
*re  settled  in  this  (1st)  quarter  (of  the  1st  Adhyaya). 

127-28.  -  Even  when  the  Veda  has  been  proved  to  be  the  only  means 
of  knowing  Duty, — with  regard  to  the  ascertainment  of  tl»e  meaning  of 
Vedic  passages,  there  is  no  agreement  among  learned  people  (lit.  *  people 
knowing  many  things '  j,  on  account  of  various  (kinds  of)  doubts.  Some  say 
"this  is  the  meaning/'— some:  "not  that,  but  this  ";— and  it  is  also  for 
the  settlement  of  these  (differences  of  opinion  with  regard  to  the  meaning 
of  Vedic  passages)  that  the  treatise,  subsequent  to  this  (1st  Plda),  has 
been  composed. 

Aphorism  T  of  Adhyaya  I,  Pada  i 
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APHORISM    II. 

"  Duty  is  a  purpose  having  Injunction  for  its  sole  authority 
(means  of  conceivability)  "  (I-i-2). 

1.  Duty  in  general  having  been  established,  its  authority  "  In  junc- 
tion "  is  now  explained  j    thence  are  its  form,  etc.,  known  ;   and  in  this 
aphorism,  it  is  the  form  that  is  described. 

2.  Both  are  signified  by  a  single  aphorism,  through  direct  significa- 
tion and  implication  ;  the  form  of  Duty  having  beeu  mentioned  (directly), 
its  authority  comes  to  be  signified  by  implication. 

3.  The  affix  becomes  capable  of  Enjoining,  only  when  supplied  with 
all  its  requirements,  in  the  shape  of  '  what  '  and  the  rest.     Hence  in  this 
system  the  sentence  which  urges  (to  action)  is  called  "Codana"   (Injunc- 
tion). 


l  "It*  proof  of  Injunction  ^c/'—Thj*  deafeffation  of  Veda  aa  the  basis  of  Duty  10 
in  this  form  :  *  Duty  has  the  Veda  for  its  authority,  —  the  Veda  alone  is  ita  authority,  — 
and  the  Veda  ia  solely  authoritative,  it  cannot  be  otherwise/ 

"Form  ^*c."  —  *.e.,  the  form  aud  the  special  features  of  Duty.  The  form  ia 
explained  in  the  following'  manner:  The  declaration  of  the  authority  points  to  the 
"  Agnihotra  "  <fcc.,  as  forming  part  of  the  authority  —  the  Veda,  as  positively  represent- 
ing "  Duty."  The  particular  feature  is  explained  thus  :  The  specification  that  Veda 
alone  is  the  authority  implies  that  the  character  of  Duty  belongs  to  "  Agnihotra/'  Ac  , 
aa  forming  part  of  the  Veda,  and  not  to  the  worshipping  of  the  Caitya,  &o. 

*  "Both  "—  ».e.,  the  Form  and  the  Basis.    The  form  of  Duty  having  been  declared 
to  he  that  which  occurs  in  the  Veda,  this  very  fact  implies  that  the  Veda  is  the  Basis 
or  Authority  of  Duty.     This  Karika  refers  to  the  passage  in  the  Bhashya,  -wherein  it  is 
declared  that  the  two  questions  —  "what  is    Dnty—  and  what  is  its   Basis"?  —  are 
answered  by  the  present  aphorism. 

*  "  Codaneti     Jeriydyah    pravartaJcam     vacanamxh'uh,"  —  Bhlshya.     In     connection 
with  this,  a  question  ia  raised   whether  the   "  urging  expression  "  ia  the  Affix   (the 
Potential  Imperative),  or  the  Boot  itself,  or  the  jffible  sentence  ?    The  karika  accepts 
the  last  alternative.    In  all  Injunctions,  we  requite  the  following  three  factors  —  (1) 
What  ?—  i.e.,  what  is  to  be  accomplished  j  (2)  By  loftitt  ?  —  ».«.,  by  what  means  it  ,i»  to 
he  accomplished  j  and  (3)  How?  —  i.e.,  by  what  process  it  ia  to  be  accomplished*    It  is 
only  when  the  Potential  Imperative  Affix  is  accompanied  by  all  three  that  it  ie^  a^ 
urge  a  person  to  action  ;  but  it  is  only  by  means  of  the  complete  sentence  that  the 
three  requirements  can  be  fulfilled.     Hence  the  sentence  is  the  one  urging  .agent  j  and 
as  such,  it  is  named  "  Codani  ''-—Injunction^  , 
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4.  "  That  Injunction  alone  is  the  authority  "    and   "  Injunction   is  only 
authoritative" — bo  fell   these  facts   having  been  ascertained  with  regard  to 
Duty,  (the  author  of  the  Bliashya)  thinks  it  to  be  wanting  in  something, 
and  hence  he  has  slightly  touched  upon,  reasons,  with  regard  to  the  aforesaid 
facts. 

5.  Inasmuch  as   authoritative  character  is  possible  only  to  the  Word, 
he  has  also  pointed  out  the  incapacity,  with  regard  to  such  objects  (as  the 
past,  etc.),  of  Sense-Perception  and  the  rest,  which  is  to  be  described  here- 
after. 

6.  Even  with  regard  to  purely  non-existing  objects,  the  Word  brings 
about  some  conception.     And  consequently,  in  the  absence  of  any  discrep- 
ancy, authoritative  character  must  be  accepted  to  belong  to  it  by  its  very 
nature. 

7.  The  Bhashya  has   explained  the  word  "  Codana "  as  signifying 
"  Word  "  alone ;  for  no  "  Injunction  "  ever  treats  of  the  past  <fec. 

8.  So  long  as  "Word"   (in  general)  is  not  established  by  means  of 
the  preclusion  of  the  operation  of  the  senses  and  the  rest, — tow  can  there 
-Ue^aiiy  opportunity  of  (speaking  of)  a  particular  form  of  it  ? 

JsClO.  (The  word)  "Lakshana"  may  signify  either  cause  in  general, 
or lihe  instrumental  cause,  (of  right  notion).  And  as  the  instrumental  cause 
(i.e.,  if  we  accept  this  alternative)  has  been  mentioned,  either  the  word  or 
the  conception  of  the  word,  or  the  meaning  of  the  word,  or  the  comprehension- 

4  "Clodanalii  Wiutam  lhavi$hyantam  ^c.,  .....nanyat  kincanendriyam." — Bhashya* 
That  Injunction  alone,  and&othing  else,  is  sufficient  authority — such  being  the  sense- 
of  the  aphorism,  the  Bhashya  quoted  brings  out  arguments  in  support  of  this  view ; 
because  a  mere  declaration  of  a  theory  was  considered  weak.  These  arguments  are 
to  be  brought  out  in  full  detail  in  the  following  aphorisms. 

1  The  passage  "  bhiltam  bhamshyantam  &c."  means  that  Codana  can  also  treat 
of  such  objects;  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  no  Codana  is  ever  found  to  be  treating  of 
the  past ;  hence  "  Codana  "  must  be  taken  here  as  signifying  "  word." 

8  When  the  authority  of  Sense -Perception,  &c.,  has  been  set  aside,  we  are  to 
prove  the  applicability  of  a  particular  form,  of  authority  (means  of  right  notion) — in 
the  shape  of  the  "Word** — with  regard  to  past  and  future  objects,  &c.  But  as  yet  we 
cannot  assert  this  of  Injunction,  which  Is  only  a  particular  form  of  "  Word."  And 
further,  the  assertion  of  applicability  to  past  and  future  objects  &c.,  refers  to  "  Word  " 
in  general,  and  not  to  any  particular  form  thereof.  Thus  then,  the  sense  of  the  Bhashya 
comes  to  be  this  :  Injunction  is  the  authority  for  Duty;  because  authoritative  character 
belongs  to  the  *  Word,'  aa  it  has  the  capacity  of  producing  conceptions  even  with  regard 
to  such  objects  as  the  past,  future,  &c.,  and  Injunction  too  is  only  a  particular  form  of 
the  Word ;  therefore  it  is  only  reasonable  that  this  should  be  the  sole  authority  for 
Duty,  which  is  super- sensuous. 

9.10  The  Instrumental  cause  is  optional,  depending  upon  the  speaker's  wish ;  hence 
the  various  alternatives  of  option  are  pointed  out. 

"  If  the  preceding  ones  fa." — When  either  the  Word,  or  its  Conception,  or  it, 
Meaning,  is  accepted  as  the  Instrumental  Cause,  then  the  result  attained  is  the  compre- 
hension of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  ;  and  when  this  last  is  taken  to  bo  the  causes 
then  the  result  is  in  the  shape  of  Acceptance  or  Rejection. 
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t>f  fhe  meaning  of  the  sentence.     When  the  preceding  ones  are  the  means  of 
right  notion,  then  the  character  of  the  result  belongs  to  the  last. 

11.  If  the  word  "  Lakshana "  be   taken   as  used  in   the   sense   of 
"  conception,"  &c ,  then  the  mention  of  "  Codana  "  would  indicate  its  effect, 
and  also  the  effect  of  that  effect. 

12.  If  however  (the  word  "  Lakshana  ")  be  taken  as  used  in  the  sense 
of  cause  in  general,  or  in  that  of   "Word"   itself  as   the  means   (of  right 
notion),  then,  in  that  case,  the  word  "  Codana  "  and  "  Lakshana  "  would 
be  co-extensive  in  their  direct  signification. 

13.  Later  on  we  shall  prove  that  the  character  of   *  Duty/  belongs  to 
the  Material,  Action  and  Accessory  (of  the   Sacrifice,  collectively).     And 
though  these    are  amenable  to    Sense-perception,  yet  it  is  not  in  their 
ordinary  form,  that  the  character  of  Duty  belongs  to  them. 

14.  Because,  of   these,   the   capacity   of   bringing   about    auspicious 
results  is  cognised  always  through  the  Veda ;  and  it  is  in  this  form   (of 
being  the  means  of  auspicious  results)  that  the  character  of  Duty  is  said  to 
belong  to  them.    And  as  such   Duty  cannot  be  said  to  be  amenable  to 
Sen  se-percep  tion . 

35.     The  mention  {in  the  Bhashya)   of  "Senses"  is  only  a  hint,  in 

U  "Its  r/eet" — i.e.,  Conception,  the  effect  of  the  Word;  and  the  effect  of  the 
Conception,  in  the  shape  of  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence.  This 
karika  snpplies  an  answer  to  the  following  question  :  "If  the  word  *  lakshana'  be  used 
in  the  sense  of  something  other  than  the  Word— *.e,,  in  the  sense  of  the  Conception 
of  the  Word  <&c.,—  how,  then  can  it  "be  co-extensire  with  *  Codana,*  which  signifies 
*  Word '  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  in  that  cas0,  *  Codana f  may  be  explained 
as.  indirectly  indicating —  not  the  Word,  but — its  effects  &c.  &c.,  the  aforesaid  co-exten- 
Biveness  being  explained  per  Indication. 

1*  This  explanation  is  in  accordance  with  the  view  that  ^A  Sfintence  constitutes 
the  *  Codana  * — as  declared  In.  the  Bhash  ya.  As  a  matter  of  fact  however,  in  all  cases, 
the  co-extensiveness  is  through  direct  denotation.  For  "  Codana"  has  been  explained 
as  *  that  whereby  anything  is  conceived  of ; '  and,  in  the  same  manner,  we  can  explain 
"  Codana  "  as  *  that  whereby  a  person  is  urged'  ;  and  this  would  come  directly  to  mean 
"  Conception,"  &c.  j  as  has  been  pointed  out  elsewhere  t  "  Codana  is  that  word,  by 
means  of  which  one  has  the  wish.  *  may  I  exert ' ;  or  it  may  be  the  notion  which  leads 
to  such  exertion," 

JS  "  Material/*  &c.,  will  be  described,  as  "  Duty,"  in  the  Bhashya,  beginning  with 
"  ya  era  Qreyaskarah,"  and  these  are  certainly  visible  to  the  senses  ;  as  such,  it  is 
not  proper  to  restrict  "  Duty"  to  Injunctions  alone.  But  the  fact  is  that  it  is  nof^ia 
their  perceptible  forms  that  these  have  been  described  as  "  Duty." 

15  This  karika  and  the  next,  anticipate  the  following  objection :  "  The  Bhushya 
only  precludes  the  applicability  of  the  senses  j  and  hence  it  cannot  be  taken  as  restrict- 
ing Duty  to  Codana  alone  j  because  apart  from  Sense-perception,  we  have  still  got  the 
agencies  of  Inference  &c."  The  first  solution  of  this  difficulty  is  that  the  mention  of 
**  senses  "  is  only  a  hint ;  it  includes  all  other  agencies  of  knowledge— Inference  and 
the  rest.  The  second  solution  is  that  "  nanyat  kinca"  may  be  construed  with  the 
preceding  sentence, — the  meaning,  in  that  case}  being  that  "  objects,  past,  future,  &c., 
can  be  comprehended  by  means  of  Codana,  and  by  nothing  else." 


the  manner  of  the  author  of  the  aphorisms.  Or  we  may  disjoin  "  Nanyafc* 
kinca  "  from  what  follows, — the  meaning  of  the  passage  thereby  becoming 
generalised. 

16.  And  in  order  to   establish  the  incapacity  (of  all  other  Means  of 
Knowledge ),  there  is  a  mention  of  *'  Senses."    Or  "  Kinca  "  may  be  taken  by 
itself — as  signifying  a  question  as  to  the  reason  (of  the  previous  assertion)  • 

17.  Though  Inference  has   its   applicability  to    objects  enunciated 
above  (-i.e.,  past,  &c.),  yet  without  the  comprehension  of  relation,  .Inference 
itself  is  not  possible. 

18.  In  the  case  of  Duty,  however,  there  Is  no  comprehension  of  the 
relation  of  any  mark  with  either   the   generic  or  the  specific  (forms  of 
Duty), — by  which  it  could  have  been  amenable  to  Inference. 

19.  "  But  the*  Word*  too  cannot  function,  without  a  comprehension 
of  relation.'*    Yes,  (that  is  the  case  with)  the  term ;  but  *  Duty '  is  denoted, 
not  by  the  Term,  but  by  a  sentence. 

20.  The  non-expressive  character  of  the  sentence,  as  also  the  fact  of 
the  meaning  of  a  sentence  being  based  upon  the  meanings  of  words  in- 
dependently of  any  relation,  will  be  established  later  on. 

21.  *'  Inasmuch  as  th&' eternality,  &c.,  of  the  Yeda  have  not  yet  been 
fully  established,  the  Bhashya  admits  it  to   be   non-eternal,   and   thence 
brings  forward  the  inanthentic  character  of  the  Veda,  as  being  due  to  the 
preclusion,  in.  its  case,  of  the  authority  of  a  speaker." 

16  The  Bhaahya  being  explained   as  "  nothing  else  is  capable  j  why  ig  it   BO  ? 
Because  of  the  incapability  of  the  senses/1 — the  incapability  of  the  "  senses  "  implying 
also  that  of  Inference  and  the  rest ;  as  these  too  are  based  upon  Sense-perception. 

17  Inference  can  treat  of  objects,  past,  future,  unseen,  &c. ;  but  still  it  depends 
upon  the  comprehension  of  a  cert-*-*'*  ration  expressed  in  the  Major  Premiss,  which 
utands  in  need  of  sens*  myency. 

18  We  know  of  no  mark  or  characterestic,  bearing  any  relation,  either  with  the 
generic  form  of  Duty,  as  such,  or  with  its  specific  form,  as  "  Agnihotra,"  Ac.     And  a 
comprehension  of  such  relation  (of  the  mark  or  the  Middle  Term  with  the  Major  Term, 
which,  in  the  present  instance,  is  '•  Duty  *')  is  necessary  in  the  Inferential  process ; 
hence  Duty  cannot  be  said  to  be  amenable  to  Inference.- 

&0  This  Karika  anticipates  the  objection  that  "  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning 
of  a  sentence  also  depends  upon  the  cognition  of  certain  relations ;  and  hence  '  Duty  * 
also  cannot  be  expressed  by  the  Sentence."  The  sense  of  the  reply  as  embodied  in  the 
Kniika,  is  that  such  an  objection  would  hare  been  real,  if  we  had  attributed  expressive- 
ness to  the  'Sentence  5*  but,  as  we  shall  show  later  on,  010  "such  expressive  agency 
resides  in  the  sentence, — all  such  agency  residing  in  the  meanings  of  words  ( making 
up  the  sentence),  independently  of  any  relations.  All  this  will  be  explained  in  the 
"  Tadhhutadhikarana."  (I-i-25  et  seq.j. 

81  Now  begins  the  consideration  of  the  Bhashya  passage:  " Nanvatathalhu- 
tainapyarthatn  urtiyat  codana,  yatJia  yatkincana  Itwlcilcam  vtifanam  nadyastire  panca 
phalani  santtti  tathyamapi  Ihavati  vitathyamapi  bhavati."  And  against  this  it  is  urged 
that  it  was  not  proper  for  the  Bhashya  to  raise  this  question ;  inasmuch  the 
ordinary  assertion  quoted  as  an  instance  can  never  reasonably  be  brought  forward  in 
condemnation  of  Chodaua,  which  is  eternal  and  faultless.  The  explanation  given  by 
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*22.  ult  is  always  an  object  perceived  hy  other  moans  of  knowledge, 
that  is  got  at  by  the  Word ;  and  like  4  memory/  no  authority  can  belong 
to  it  by  itself." 

23.  "  Even  in  the  absence  of  the  perception  of  an  object  by  one's  self, 
it  is  only  proper  that  there  should  be  an  idea  based  upon  trustworthy 
assertion,  because  it  is  an  assertion  of  a  person,  who  is  believed  to  have 
perceived  the  object/* 

21.  *'  Without  some  sort  of  Perception,  <fec., — either  of  one's  self  or  of 
another  person, — a  "  word  "  has  never  been  found  to  b«  true.  So  the  same 
may  be  the  case  with  *'  Injunction/1  also." 

25.  "  Thus   then,  as  even   when  producing  a  conception  (t  e.,  mental 
representation),  Fancy,  &c.,  are  no  authorities  by  themselves,  so  we   may 
apply  the  same  rale  to  the  case  of  Veda  also.'* 

26.  "All  Injunctions  treating  of  Heaven,  Sacrifices,  <fec.,  are  false, — 
because  their  objects  are  not  supported  by  Sense-Perception,  &c.,  like  such 
assertions  of  Buddha  and  o  tbers." 

27.  "  Or    again,   because   they  are   not   composed  by  a  trustworthy 
person, — like  the  assertions  of  children  and  intoxicated   people.     Or,    the 
authoritativeuess  of  the  Veda  may  be  set  aside,  by  reason  of  its  eternality, 
like  that  of  Akasa." 

28.  "  And  again,  all  Injunctions  depend  for  their  authority  upon  some 
human   being  ;  or  else,  by  themselves,  these  could  not  be  authoritative, — 
because  they  are  sentences, — like  the  assertions  of  ordinary  people." 

the  KIrika  is  thab  ordinary  people,  not  knowing  the  eternal  character  of  Chodana, 
might  relegate  it  to  the  position  of  common  assertions  of  human  origin,  and  as  such 
would  come  to  apply  to  it  the  rales  and  restrictions  of  ordinary  speech.  Under  the 
circumstances,  it  was  only  proper  to  bring  forward  the  objection  in  the  Bhashya ; 
especially  as  the  eternal  character  of  the  Veda  has  not  yefc  been  established.  The  Kurika 
also  considers  another  alternative:  granted  that  Chodana.  is  eternal;  even  then  it 
would  cease  to.be  authoritative,  because  the  authority  of  the  speaker — whose  veracity 
is  the  only  ground  for  the  authority  of  an  assertion — is  precluded  from  this  case, 
which  is  held  to  be  free  from  all  human  agency ;  with,  this  view  lt  more  so  "  has 
been  added. 

S*  Because  Injunction  is  not  said  to  be  based  upon  Sense-perception. 

W  By  merely  giving  rise  to  some  conception,  the  Veda  cannot  be  said  to  be 
authoritative;  because  Fancy  also  gives  rise  to  certain  conceptions  ;  but  it  can  never 
be  said  to  have  any  authority  ;  and  is  never  believed  to  be  true.  "  By  themselves  " — 
i.e.,  devoid  of  any  support  in  Sense-perception,  &c. 

26  This  Karlka  brings  forward  a  syllogsim  in  the  formal  style :  "  Suth  apter- 
eions,"— "  such  "  is  added  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  declarations  of  Buddha  also  are 
found  to  be  trne  in  certain  places.  "  Such  " — noti  supported  by  Sense-perception,  &c. 

*?  The  first  half  of  the  Karlka  is  a  syllogsim  ;  but  the  conclusion  is  the  same 
as  that  of  the  preceding  argument.  The  second  half  presents  the  folio w*Bg  syllogism  : 
"  Veda  is  unauthoritative,  because  it  is  eternal,  like  JLkasa." 

*8  The  sense  of  the  first  half  is  that  all  In] auctions  owing  their  authority  to 
the  persons  from,  whom  they  proceed, — and  there  being  no  such  person  iu  the  case  of 
the  Veda — the  Veda  can  have  110  authority. 
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29.  "Or,  the  authoritativeness  of  all  Words  should  be  accepted  as 
depending  upon  e  man  ' ; — because  of  its  being  connected  with  Words,  just 
as  unauthoritativeness  also  (depends  upon  man)." 

30.  "If  the  speaker's  character  be  no  ground  of  the  anthoritativeness 
-of  Words, — then  now  can  their  unanthoritativ~eness  (untrnst worthiness)  be 
-attributed  to  his  faults  "  ? 

31.  "  Under  these  circumstances,  whether  there  fee  a-hnraaii  agent  or 
not,    the  authoritativeness    of  the   Veda   is   hard  to  be  got  at ;  and  it  is 
with  this  in  view  that  the  Bhashya  has  brought  forward  the  objection 
beginning  with  'Nairn.*  " 

&2.  "The  contradiction,  here,  applies  to  the  assertion  of  Buddha  also  ; 
•because  from  this  latter  also  conceptions  da  arise.  Hence  the  reply  (to  the 
above  objections  given  in  the  Bhashya)  is  a  fallacious  or  futile  one." 

33.  With  regard  to  all  conceptions,  you  must  consider  the  following 
•question  :  "Is  theauthoritativeness  or  unnuthoritativeness  (of  any  concep- 
tion) due  to  itself  or  to  something  else  "  ? 

34.  Because  those  that  are  by  themselves  false  cannot  by  any  means 
be  proved  to  be  true.     Some  people  attribute  both  (anthoritativeness  and 
its  -contrary)    to   (the  -conception)   itself.     Others  attribute   them  to  the 
proved  excellences  or  discrepancies  of  its  origin. 

35.  Both  cannot  be  due  to  (the  conception)  itself,  because  the  two  are 
mutually  contradictoiy, — nor  can  both  be  due  to  something  else,  because 
in  this  latter  case,  there  would  be  no  defi niteness  in  the  conception. 


&  In  tfeply  to  the  above  objections,  the  Bhashya  lias  j  "  It  is  a  mere  contradic- 
tion that  you  are  asserting — that  It  *  declares '  and  then  *  falsely.'  "  The  Karika 
objects  to  this  reply.  th«  sense"  of  this  objection  being  this :  The  meaning  of  the 
Bhashya  "is  that  anything  thafe  is  uttered,  and  duly  gives  rise  to  a  conception,  can 
never  be  false.  Bnt,  says  the  Karika,  the  assertion's  of  Buddha  also  fire  found  to 
•give  rise  to  certain  conceptions ;  and  as  such,  these  would  come  to  be  authoritative ; 
thus  the  Bhashya  fails  to  establish  the  sole  infallibility  of  the  Veda  alone, — the  only 
fact  that  it  Bought  to  prove. 

S&  This  Karika  serves  as  an  introduction  to  the  reply  to  the  objection  urged  in 
the  last  Karika,  The  questions  in  all  these  issues  are  in  the  following  forms  :  (1).  Is 
the  authority  or  otherwise  of  the  conception  due  to  itself  ?  (2)  Are  both  of  these  due 
to  the  excellences  and  discrepancies  of  the  source  of  the  conception  ?  (3)  Is  authority 
due  to  itself,  and  the  contrary  to  extraneous1  causes  ?  (4)  la  unauthoritativeness  due  to 
itself,  and  the  contrary  to  extraneous  causes  ? 

21»  In  the  second  view,  the  excellence  of  the  source  proves  the  authority  of 
the  conception  and  the  discrepancy  in  the  source  proves  its  unauthoritativeness, 

85  The  meaning  of  the  first  half  of  the  Karika  is  that  the  faculties  of  authoritn;- 
tiveneas  and  its  contrary  are  mutually  contradictory;  and  as  such,  cannot  belong  to 
one  and  the  same  object.  The  second  half  means  that  if  both  be  held  to  be  due  to  proved 
excellences  and  defects  iu  the  cause,  theti  a  conception  having  arisen,  so  long  as  snch 
excellences  or  discrepancies  have  not  been  ascertained,  the  conception  cannot  be 
accepted  as  authoritative  or  otherwise, — thereby  being  without  any  definite  character, 
wl.ich  is  uu  impossibility. 
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36.  How  can  it  be  possible  that  any  one  tiling,  independently  of  all 
extraneous    agency,   should    have  contradictory  characters  ?     And  when 
devoid  of  both  these  characfeers,  of  what  form  could  the  conception  be  ? 

37.  If  "  non-contradictoriness  "  were  possible  with  regard  to  different 
conceptions ; — even  then,  if  nothing  else  isr  taken-  into-  consideration,  it 
cannot  be  ascertained  which  is  which,  and  where. 

38.  "Therefore    for    those    that    hoM    the-  nnautEoritatrveness    of 
conceptions  to- be  natural*  (t.e.,  dtee  to  themselves),   authoritativeness  must 
depend  upon  something  else." 

&S-3&.  "  In  this-  connection,  the  following  rule  is  laid  down : 
*  unauthoritativeness,  being  a  negative  factor,  can  never  be  due  to  the 
discrepancies  of  the  cause ;  whereas*  authoritativeness,  being  a  positive 
entity,  is  always  based  upon  the  excellences  thereof  (i.e.,  of  the  cause.)  J " 

40.  **  If  authoritativeness  were  inherent  or  natural  (in  conceptions) 
and  its  absence  artificial  (f.e.,  extraneous,  to  be  determined  by  something 
else)  then   Dream-cognitions  would  be  authoritative,  self-supported;   for 
what  is  there  to-  refute  this  "  P 

41.  "In  my  theory,  however,  there  can*  be  no  author  itativen  ess,  in  the 
absence  of  a  particular  cause  ;  and  consequently  there  is  no  chance  of   the 
absurdity  of  a  negative  factor  (utiauthorifeativeness)  having  a  cause,  in  the 
shape  of  the  said-  discrepancies.'1 

42.  "The  excellences  of  the  Sense-organ,   <Scc.,  alone  can  be  said  to 
be  the  cause  (of  a/uthoritativeness) ;  but  the  authority  of  these   is    denied, 
for  two  reasons ;  (1)  the  occasional  disorder  of1  the •  organs  of  Perception, 
and  (2)  the  occasional  absence-   (as   during   dreams)  either   of  the  organs 
themselves,  or  of  their  capabilities." 

43s     "  It  is  ou  account  of  this   fact  that  you  have  the- mistaken  idea? 

8*  The  first  half  of  this  is  in  reference  to  the  view  expressed  in  the  first  Half  of 
the  lusfe  Kanka;  and  the  second  half  refers  to  its  second  half. 

81  That  is,  though  one  and  the  same  conception  can  not 'be  both,  yet  the  double 
character  can  be  explained  as  referring  to  different  conceptions,  whereby  the  contra- 
diction ceases.  This  cannot  be;  because,  even  then,  if  no  extraneous  influence  ia 
accepted,  how  could  it  be  ascertained  which  conception  is  authoritative  and  which  not, 
and  also  in  what  place  it  is  one  or  the  other. 

*°  Conceptions  being:  by  themselves  authoritative,  even  dream-cognitions  would: 
become  authoritative,  as  these  are  also  conceptions  ;  nor  can  their  unauthoritativeness 
be  said  to  be  due  to  discrepancies ;  since,  a&  a  negative  entity,  it*  cannot  but  be  natural, 
as  shown  above. 

*l  Authoritativeness  being  due  to  a  particular  cause,  and  unauthoritativeness 
being  natural  to  a  conception, — dream -cognitions  would  be  unauthoritaliye  by 
themselves,  until  there  appears  some  extraneous  cause  which  lends  authority  to  them. 

42  The  sense-organs  being  the  cause  of  the  aufchoritativeness  of  conceptions, 
— these  being  inactive  during  dream,  dream  -consciousness  can  have  uo  authority. 
"It11 — i.e.,  such  cause. 

*s  Because,  as  shown  above,  the  falsity  (or  nnauthoritativenesa)  of  a  conception, 
ia  duo  to  the  absence  of  the  excellences  c»/  the  towce  of  authority-  and  you  mistake  such 
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that  *the  cognilion  of  falsity  is  cine  to  discrepancies  (in  the  cause)/ 
(As  a  matter  of  fact-)  the  invariable  concomitance  -of  discrepancies  leads 
to  (a  cognition  of)  the  absence  of  excellences;  and  this  absence  establish.es 
the  nnauthoritntiveness  of  the  conception." 

44.  "  Therefore   the  purity  of  the  cause  must  be  admitted  to  be  the 
means  of  the  nnthoritativenessof  a  conception  ;  while  unauthoritativeneBS, 
being  natural,  can  only  be  indicated  by  the  absence  of  sncli  purity." 

45.  ''Through  Invariable   'Concomitance'   and  *  Logical  Difference  * 
also,  nnauthoritativeness  cannot  be  said  to  result  from  any  discrepancy  (in 
the  cause)  :  inasmuch  as  this    (discrepancy)   is  not  found  to  exist  in   th» 
case  of    a  non-perception  that   is  dne  to  the  absence  of  the  cause   (of 
perception)." 

46.  "  Therefore,  inasmuch  as   there  is  no  human  agency, — or  even 
if  there  is  any  such,  becanse  of  the  impossibility  of  any  purity  belonging 
to  it, — there   can   be   no   locus  standi  for  the  Injunction  ;  and  hence  au 
authoritative  character  cannot  rightly  be  said  to  belong  to  it." 

47.  [Reply]    You  must  understand  that  aut.horitntiveness  is  inherent 
in   all    Means  of  Bight   potion.      For  a   faculty,   by   itself  non-existing, 
cannot  possibly  be  brought  into  existence  by  any  other  agency ; 

48.  since   it  is  only  for  the   sake  of  its  birth    (origination)  that  a 
positive  entity  requires  a  cause.     And  when  it  has  once  been  born  (.acquired 
an  existence),  its  Application  to  its  various  effects  proceeds  naturally  out  of 
itself. 

49-51-  If  even  on  the  birtli  (appearance)  of  conception,  the  object 
thereof  be  Bot  comprehended,  until  the  purity  of  its  cause  has  been 
ascertained  b}7  other  means  ;  then  in  all  cases  we  should  have  to  wait  for 
the  production  of  another-  conception,  from  a  new  source ;  for  until  its 
parity  has  been  ascertained,  the  conception  would  be  equal  to  nothing 
(i.e.,  false).  An>d  this  second  conception  too,  would  be  true  only  on- the 

Absence  to  be  the  presence   of  discrepancies.     The  ttbsence  of  excellence  leads  to  the 
cognition  of  the  negaUon  of  authority,  which  is  natural. 
**  Indicated  by  the  absence  of  purity  in  the  cause. 

*&  Unauthoritativen  ess  is  of  three  kinds  :  Doubt,  Misconception  and  Non-concep- 
tion. Some  people  construe  the  Karika  th as:  Ajnane  dof>havyatire1ce*pi  aprama^yanwa* 
yat  na  dosfio  nimittam — "  Because  in  the  case  of  Non-conception,  even  in  the  'absence  ' 
of  any  discrepancy,  we  fin  d  the  *  presence J  of  tmauthoritativeness, — therefore  discre- 
pancy cannot  be  said  to  be  tAie  cause  of  unauthoritativeuess." 

*1  With  this  begins  the  refutation  of  the  above  arguments,  and  the  establishment 
of  the  standard  Mimansalca  theory. 

49-61  if  even  a  rightly-produced  conception  should  be  made  to  depend  upon  the 
ascertainment  of  the  excellences  of  its  cause,  for  the  purpose  of  denoting  its  object, — 
then,  fcr  the  ascertainment  of  such  excellences  too,  we  would  need  another  conception, 
which  would  be  due  to  something'  other  than  the  aforesaid  cause  j  and  so  on  we  would 
have  to  proceed  ad  infinitum.  This  Karika  proves  the  propriety  of  the  Bhashyat 
"  Vipratishiddamidamuchyate  2>rat;u$  vitat hancJieti ;  "  for  a  conception  that  denotes  some- 
thing is  self-evident.  \  and  as  such,  cannot  be  false. 
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ascertainment  of  the  purity   of  its  cause  ;   and  so  OB  and  OB,  there  would 
be  no  limit  (to  conceptions  upon  conceptions). 

52.  In  case,  however,  authoritativeness  be  accepted  to  be  due  to  (the 
conception)    itself,   nothing   else  is   wanted  (for  its  cognition).     Because 
in  the  absence  of  any  cognition  of  discrepancies,  falsity  ( unauthoritative- 
ness)  becomes  precluded  by  itself  (i.e.,  without  the  help  of  any  extraneous 
Means). 

53.  Therefore  the  authoritative  character  of  a  conception,  cognised 
through   the  mere  fact  of  its  having  the  character  of  "cognition,"  can 
be  set  aside  only  by  the  contrary  mil/are  of  its  object,  or  by  the  recognition 
of  discrepancies  in  its  cause. 

54.  Unauthoritativeness  is  three-fold, —  as  being  due  to  Falsity,  £Ton- 
perception,    and  Doubt.     Fiom   among  these,  two  (Falsity   and    Doubt) 
being  positive  entities,  are  brought  about  by  discrepancies  in  the  cause. 

55.  In  the  case  of  Non- perception,  however,  we  do   not  admit  the 
action  of  such  discrepancies.     Because  for  us  all  non-perception  is  due  to 
the  absence  of  cause, — just  as  you  have  asserted. 

56.  The  fact  of  mere  Unauthoritativenes«  being-  due  to  discrepancies 
deep  not  lead  to  any  regressusad  infin-itum,  as  is  found  to  be  the  case  with 
the  theory  of   the  cognition  of   excellences  ( being  the  cause  of  authorita- 
tiveness), — for  us  who  hold  the  doctrine  of  "  Self-fvulence." 

57.  Unauthoritativeness    (falsity)  is    got  at    directly    through  the 

68  The  truthful  character  of  A  conception  is  set  a«ide,  (1)  when  the  object  denoted 
thereby  is  subsequently  found  to  be  of  a  character  contrary  to  that  formerly  conceived 
OF, — e.g.t  in  the  typical  case  of  mistaking  the  rope  for  a  ierpent,  when  it  is  found,  on 
examination,  that  it  is  a  rope,  the  previous  conception  of  the  serpent  is  set  aside ;  and 
(2J  by  the  recognition  of  a  certain  discrepancy  in  tht  cause — e.g.,  one  suffering  from 
Jaundice,  thinks  the  conch-shell  to  be  yellow;  but  as  soon  He  recognises  the  disorder 
in  his  eyes,  he  attributes  the  notion  of  yellowness  to  the  disorder,  and  accepts  the 
conch-shell  as  white,  thereby  setting  aside  his  previous  conception. 

6*  This  is  aimed  against  the  argument  urged  above  in  Karika  38-39. 

6&  *'  Absence  of  the  canse"  (of  cognition). 

W  "  JFor  us  who  hold  the  doctrine  of  self -evidence11  may  be  construed  as  being  the 
cause  of  the  absence  of  any  regressus  ad  infinitum.  It  is  only  when  one  thing  is  made 
to  depend  upon  another  of  the  same  kind,  that  we  have  a  regressus  ad  infinitum,  Con- 
sequeutly  if  we  made  nnanthoritativenoss  depend  upon  another  unaufchoritntive  object, 
(as  in  the  theory  explained  above,  authority  is  made  to  depend  upon  another  authorita- 
tive thing),  then  alone  could  we  bind  ourselves  in  the  regressus  ad  infinitwn.  But,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  we  explain  uuauthontativeness  as  being  clue  to  discrepancies  (tho 
contrary  character  of  the  object  of  conception),  which  is  authoritative,  (as  based  upon 
Sense-perception);  and  as  such  this  latter  comes  to  be  self-evident;  mid  here  the 
matter  rests,  and  we  are  saved  the  necessity  of  assuming  conceptions  over  conceptions 
ad  infin. 

*1  Here  is  the  conception  of  a  snake  with  regard  to  tho  rope.  Now  this  conception 
is  set  aside  directly  by  toiother  conception  in  the  form,  "  this  is  a  piece  of  rope  "  (which 
is  contrary  to  the  previous  character  of  the  conception).  And  undoubtedly  one  could 
never  have  the  latter  conception  until  the  former  had  been  «w»t  aside. 
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"Cognition  (of  its  contradictory).*'     For,  so  long  as  the  former  is   not  set 
aside,  the  subsequent  cognition  (of  its  contradictory)  cannot  be  produced. 

58.  Though  the  cognition  of  the  discrepancy  of  the  cause  is   known 
to  refer  to  a  different  object  (t.e.,  not  the  object  which  is  the  effect  of  the 
cause),  yet  we  have  co-objectivity  (of  the  two  cognitions)  as  being  implied 
thereby ;  and  hence  we  have   the  preclusion  of  the  former, — as  in  the  case- 
of  the  "mllking-pot." 

59.  But  this  rule  applies  only  to  tnose  cases  in  which  (with  regard  to 
the  second  conception)  there  is  neither  cognition  of  any  discrepancy,  nqr 
any  contradictory  conception.     In-  those  cases,  however,  in  which  we  have 
any  of  these  two  factors,  the  second   conception  becoming  false,  the  first 
conies  to  be  true. 

60.  But  in  that  case  too,  the  authoritativeness  is  due  to  the  concep- 
tion itself,  in  the  absence  of  any  cognition  of  discrepancies.    And  in  a  case- 
where  there  is  no  such  cognition  of  discrepancies,  there  is  no  reasonable- 
ground  for  doubt. 

61.  Thus  (in  this  manner)  we   do  not  stand  in  need  of  postulating- 
more  than  three  or  four   conceptions.     And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  we- 
hold  to  the  doctrine  of  "  Self-evidence." 

62-63.  As  a  rule,  the  chance  of  discrepancies  in  an  Assertion,  depends 
upon  the  speaker  ;  and  in  certain  places  the  absence  thereof  (£e.,  of  discre- 
pancies) is  due  to  its  having  a  faultless  speaker ;  because  the  discrepancies, 
removed  by  his  good  qualities,  cannot  possibly  attach  to  Ms  word.  Or 

68  There  is  a  general  rule  for  performing  a  certain  rite  by  means-  of  a  certair* 
vessel;  but  in  a  particular  case,  there  la  a  special  rale,  whereby,  in  that  special  case, 
the  rite  is  performed  by  means  of  another  vessel j  and  here  both  the  rnles  are  accepted 
as  being1  ooeyte^iv^  in  their  scope,  as  having  the  common  purpose  of  laying  down  a 
vessel  for  the  same  rite.  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  the  cognition  of  yellowness 
with  reference  to  the  conch-shell, — though  the  preceding  cognition  of  such  yellowness 
has  for  its  object  the  yellowness  of  the  conch,  and  the  subsequent  cognition  of  the  bile 
in  the  eyes  (the  cause  of  perception  having  the  discrepancy  of  being  jaundice)  has  for 
its  object,  the  bile  in  the  eye, — yet,  in  this  latter  case  also,  we  must  admit  of  a  co- 
extensiveness  of  the  scope  of  the  two  cognitions,  as  implied  by  their  meanings.  The 
cognition  of  yellowness  leads  to  the  cognition  of  the  bile  ;  and  this  bile,  being  the  cause 
of  the  perception  of  yellowness  in  white,  is  found  to  exist  in  the  eye,  and  thereby  leads 
to  the  conclusion  that  its  effect — the  perception  of  yellowness  —  is  wrong  j  and  this 
conclusion,  of  the  idea  of  yellowness  being  a  mistaken  one,  contradicts  the  former  con- 
ception— of  yellowness  in  the  conch-shell;  and  hence  this  latter  is  set  aside.  The- 
implied  meaning  of  the  second  conception  is  that  "  t&ere  is  bile  in  the  eyes,  and  the 
presence  of  this  bile  has  given  rise  to  the  mistaken  notion  of  yellowness  in  the  conch- 
shell. 

*0  The  second  half  guards  against  the  following  argument:  "as  the  first  concep- 
tion is  set  aside  by  the  second,  and  this  by  the  third;  so,  on  and  on  we  might  go,  and 
find  every  conception  set  aside  by  the  one  following  it."  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is 
that  it  is  only  the  recognition-  of  discrepancies  in  the  means  of  the  conception  that  sets 
aside  the  conception.  Hence,  when  we  do  not  come  across  any  such  discrepancy  we 
cannot  reasonably  doubt  the  correctness  of  the  conception. 
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again,  in  the  absence  of  any  speaker,  there  could  be  no  discrepancies,  as 
these  would  have  no  substratum  (to  inhere  in). 

64  la  (truthful)  human  (speech)  we  find  two  (factors)— absence  of 
discrepancies,  and  (presence  of)  excellence ;  and  we  have  already  explained 
that  authoritativeness  cannot  be  due  to  excellence. 

65-66.  Therefore  excellences  must  be  held  to  help  only  in  the  removal 
of  discrepancies ;  and  from  the  absence  of  these  latter  (discrepancies), 
proceeds  the  absence  of  the  two  kinds  of  unauthoritativeness ;  arid  thus  the 
fact  of  (authoritativeness)  being  inherent  in  Words  remains  untouched. 
And  inasmuch  as  the  Word  gives  rise  to  a  conception,  its  authoritativeness 
is  secured, 

66.  "  If  the  Absence  of  discrepancies  be  held  to  result  from  excel- 
lences, then  there  is  the   same  regressus   ad  infinitum    (that   you  urged 
against  us)." 

67.  (¥ot  so)  :  because  at  that  time  (i.e.,  at  the  time  of  the  conception 
of  the  absence  of  discrepancies),  we  do  not  admit  of  any  active  functioning 
of  the  excellences,  though  they  continue  to  be  recognised  all  the  same ; — 
because  in  the  conception,  of  the  absence  of  discrepancies  they  help  by  their 
mere  presence. 

68.  Then  too,  in  the  case  of  the  Veda,  bhe  assertion  of  freedom  from 
reproach  is  very  easy  to  put  forward,   because  there  is  no  speaker  in  this 
case  ;  and  for  this  reason   the  uu authoritativeness  of  the  Veda  can  never 
even  be  imagined. 

69.  Thus  then  the  authoritativeness  of  the  Veda  being  independent 
of  a  speaker,  your  adoration  of  its  Author  is  entirely  out  of  place.     For, 
such  adoration  could  be  possible  only  if  you  assume  the  Veda  to  be  devoid 
of  authority. 

70.  Hence  the  mere  fact  of  the  Veda  not  having  been  composed  by 
an  authoritative  author,  ceases  to  be  a  discrepancy.     Of  the  syllogistic 


66-W  "Tioo  kinds  "-i-i.e.,  "Contradictory  Conception'*  and  "Doubt," — "Non-con- 
ception "  being  ont  of  the  question  in  a  case  o£  **  Conception.** 

67  Of  the  cognition  of  excellence  were  the  cause  of  the  ascertainment  of 
authoritativeness,  then  eren  this  conception  would  stand  in  need  of  another,  for  its 
confirmation, — and  so  on  ad.  infin.,  but  as  a  matter  of  fact,  excellences  help  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  absence  of  discrepancies  only  by  means  of  their  presence,  which  serves  to 
suppress  the  discrepancies  ;  and  these  are  not  able  to  weaken  the  confirmed  authorita- 
tiveness of  the  conception. 

to  The  latter  half  is  read  by  some  MSS.  as  " Kalpyen-atmarthata  Ihavet"  ("then 
the  assumption  of  each  would  lead  to  the  fault  of  self-dependence— Petitio  Principii  ")  ; 
and  the  meaning  of  this  is  that  it  is  only  if  the  Naiyayika  hold  the  theory  of  the 
unauthoritativeness  of  the  Veda  itself  that  he  would  require  a  shelter  in  its  infallible 
author,  whom  he  assumes.  But  then,  this  Infallible  Author  too  would  depend  upon  the 
Veda,  for  a  proof  of  His  existence  ;  and  the  infallibility  of  the  Veda  resting  upon  the 
infallibility  of  such  an  Author, — the  reasoning  would  become  a  case  of  arguing  in  a 
circle. 


32  CLOKAVAkUKA.. 

arguments  urgod  against  its,  we  shall   lay  down  counter-arguments   here 
after. 

71.  It  is  only  human   speech   that   depends   for  its   authority   upoi 
another  Means  of  Right  Knowledge ;  and  hence  iu  the  absence  of  the  latter 
the  former  becomes   faulty;  but  the  other  (i.e.,  Vedic  sentence)  can  nevei 
be  sov  (on  that  ground). 

72.  Thus  then,  the  very  fact  of  the  incompatibility  of  the  Yeda  wit! 
other  Means  of  Right  Motion,  constitutes  its  authoritativeness ;  for  if  it  wer* 
not  so  incompatible,  it  would  only  be  subsidiary  (to  such  other  means). 

73.  Iu  the  case  of  the  authoritativeness  of  other  Means  of  Right  Notioi 
also,  the  reason  does  not  lie  in  their  compatibility  (with  other  Means  oj 
Knowledge);  because  more  than  one  (Means  of  Knowledge),  when  treating 
of  the  same  object,  become  optional  alternatives ;  and  heoce  the  conceptior 
of- that  object  can  be  due   to  only  one  of  these  (and  the  other  ceases  tc 
00  of  any  use) . 

74.  The  subsequent  Means  of  Knowledge  could  only  serve  to  specifv 
the  conception   of  an  object,  only  in  a  case  where  the  preceding  Means  has 
failed  to  lightly  ascertain  its  nature. 

75.  If  the  authoritativeness  of  the  subsequent  (Means  of  Knowledge] 
were  to  depend  upon  the  preceding  one,  then  we  would  require  one  such 
means  for  (the  sake  of  the  authoritativeness  of)  every  Means  of  Knowledge  3 
and  as  such  we  would  never  come  to  an  end. 

76-77,  If  you  should  admit  of  an  inherent  authoritativeness  (self- 
evidence)  in  any  one  of  these,  then  to  what  special  cause  is  due  jour  repug- 
nance to  (such  inherent  authoritativeness  belonging-  to)  the  very  first  con- 
ception ?  And  again,  if  mere  non-support  of  other  Means  of  Knowledge 
were  the  sole  ground  for  unauthoritativeness,  then  a  perception  by  the  ear 
would  have  to  be  considered  false  on  the  ground  of  its  not  being  supported 
by  occular  perception. 

77-78.  If  it  be  urged  that  "one  perception  of  the  ear  could  be  sup- 
ported by  another  perception  of  the  mime  sense,*' — then  in  the  Veda  also, 
there  would  be  conceptions,  by  the  hundred,  closely  following  upon  its  utter- 
ance  (and  these  would  support  one  another).  In  both  of  these  (i.e.,  the 


TC  "  Subsidiary " — to  the  conceptions  otherwise  obtained,  and  nof,  in  themselves 
the  means  of  any  right  notions. 

1&  Hence  authoritativeness  cannot  be  due  to  the  compatibility  of  the  means;  it  ig 
iu  he  rent  in  the  conception  itself. 

W  When,  even  in  yonr  own  theory,  you  find  it  necessary  to  postulate  the  self- 
evidence  of  a  certain  conception  in  the  end,  in  order  to  avoid  a  regres$u,$.ad  infinitum, — 
why  should  you  not  postulate  such  inherent  authoritativeness  in  the  very  first  concep- 
tion and  thereby  avoid  the  necessity  of  postulating  many  intermediate  conceptions  ? 

*W  Iu  the  Veda,  by  frequent  repetition,  the  conception  got  at  in  the  first  reading 
may  be  taken  to  be  the  basis  of  the  authoritativeness  of  that  obtained  in  the  second 
leading,  and  so  on,  the  Veda  would  finally  come  to  rest  upon  itself,  as  its  authority. 
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perception  of  the  ear,  ns  well  as  the  conception  derived  from  the  Veda)  there 
is  no  conception  produced  from  any  foreign  means  (o£  conception). 

79.  Jusk*as  (in  the  case  of  the  ear-perception)  the  ground  of  support 
may  be  ascertained  to  be  another  perception  by  the  same  sense>   so  too  we 
may  postulate -a  similar  support  in  the  case  of  the  Veda  also. 

80.  Therefore  the  conception  that  has  been  firmly  (and  fully)  brought 
about,  and  does^s  not  stand  in  need  of  any  support  of  other  conceptions) 
must  be  accepted"  to  be  (truly)  authoritative. 

81.  Nor  is.  the  authoritativeness  of  "  Word,"  c%c.,  capable  of  being 
proved  by  Inference ;   so  that  all  conception  is  saved  from  any  dependence 
upon  other  means  of  conception, 

82.  (Obj.) :   "  But  Sense- Perception  and  the  rest  are  not  comprehended 
as  that c  these  are  authoritative '  j  nor  is  it  possible  to  carry  on  any  business 
by  means  of  such  perceptions,  when  they  are  not  comprehended  as  such/' 

83.  (Reply) :  Even  prior  to  comprehension,  the  Means  of  Right  Nation 
had  an  independent  existence  of  their  own  (  and  they  come  to  be  compre- 
hended subse^  aently  (as  such),  through  other  cognitions. 

84.  *£*  Before  the  fact  of  its  being  Comprehended  as  such,  does  not 
in  any  way  ht^p  the  authoritativeness   (of  the  Means  of  Right  Notion)  ; 
because  the  idea^  bC^6  objeck-is  got  at  thro/ugh  tfhe  former  alone. 

85.  Even  th^^t^Wioritative  Mean's  /  WuM^by  itself,  lead  to  the 
conception  of    its  objeci/^id^ ^ts/  function/could    not    cease  unless   its 
falsity  were  ascertained  By  other  means.        '  •' 

86.  The  falsity  of  an  object  is  not,  like  its  truthfulness,  perceived  by 

81  If  it  were  to  be  proved  by  Inference,  then  that  Inference  would  require  another 
Inference,  in  order  to  prove  the  instance  cited  therein,"  and  so  on  ad  infini. 

8&  All  business  with  such  means  is  performed  by  their  mere  existence,  even  before 
they  have  been  recognised  as  such  means. 

8*  The  sense  of  the  latter  half  is  thua  explained  in  the  Kyayaratnnkara :  Cl  "We 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  authoritativeness  is  perceived  on  account  of  its  connection  with 
the  conception ;  all  we  mean  is  that  the  authoritativeness  of  a  conception  lies  in  its 
conformity  with  the  real  state  of  things ;  because  upon  such  conformity  depends  the 
application  of  the  words  'authoritative'  and  { Idea*  with  regard  to  a  conception.  And 
this  real  state  of  things  is  perceived  by  itself,  through  the  unknown  conception  j  and 
there  is  no  use  of  any  other  means  of  cognition." 

8&  Even  the  unauthoritative  means  do  not,  by  themselves,  advertise  their  false 
character ;  in  fact,  they  also  lead  to  the  right  conception  of  the  object  in  their  own 
way.  The  idea  of  silver  really  perceives  the  shell  to  be  a  piece  of  silver.  Thus  too, 
an  unauthoritative  means,  by  itself,  signifies  its  own  authoritative  character  and  leads 
men  to  act  accordingly — the  man  taking  up  the  shell,  as  a  piece  of  silver.  It  is  for  the 
detection,  of  its  unauthoritativeness  and  for  preventing  people  from  acting  in  accordance 
with  it,  that  is  need  of  another  means;  consequently  the  unauthoritativeness  of  a  con- 
ception can  never  be  inherent  j  as  it  is  always  arrived  at  by  extraneous  means  j  e.0., 
in  the  above  instance,  on  close  examination  by  the  eye,  the  real  character  of  the  shell 
is  detected,  and  the  man  throws  it  away. 

8&  This  is  levelled  against  the  objection  that  the  unauthoritativeness  of   the  Veda 


34  CXOKAVARTIKA. 

its  very  first  conception.  For  the  recognition  of  unauthoritativeiiess,  the 
only  cause  is  one's  'consciousness  of  the  falsity  of  its  subject  itself,  or  of  the 
faultiness  of  the  cause  thereof. 

87.  Thereby  alone  is  falsity  (of  a  conception)  established ;  and  by  no 
other  means.     And  the  truthfulness  (or  authoritativeness  of  a  conception) 
is  proved  to  belong  to  the  state  of  its  birth  (*,e.,  is  natural  or  inherent 

,  in  it). 

88.  Therefore  even  in  cases  where  falsity  is  proved  by  other  means, 
these  two  (causes  of  falsity)  should  be  noted,  and  not  only  certain  points  of 
similarity  (with  another  false  idea), 

89.  For  one  who  would  prove  the  inauthenticity  of  the  Veda  by 
means  of  Inference,  who.  could  avoid  the  preclusion  (of  Inference)  on  the 
strength  of  the  conceptions  derived  from  the  Yeda  ? 

90.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  Inference  is  not  to  be  thus  set  aside,  because 
of  the  inauthenticity  of  the  Veda,"  then  there  results  (the  fault  of)  "  Reci- 
procity "  (or  mutual  dependence)  ;\  because  apart  from  Inference  you  have 
got  no  other  means  whereby  to  set  aside  the  Yeda. 

91.  And  the  mere  non-perception  of  an  object  by  other  means  of 
knowledge  does  not  prove  the  negation  of  an,  object — e.g.,  taste,   <fec. 
Because  with  these,  it  is  a  rule  that  their  perception  is  due  to  the  tongue, 

~~&e. 

92.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  perception  of  an  object  is  due  to  tbe 
consciousness  of  one  Sense,  or  means  of  conception,"  then  the  same  may  be 
said  to  be  the  case  with  Duty  also. 

92*93.  Even  when  there  are  (correct)  conceptions  produced  from  the 
Yeda,  if  you  assert  that  "  (the  authenticity  of  the  Yeda)  is  not  proved  to 
me,"  such  assertion  can  only  be  due  to  malignity, — and  aa  such  it  is  not 
proper  for  truthful  people.  And  certainly  there  can  be  no  inauthenticity 


might  also,  in  .ihe  same  manner,  be  arrived  at  through  extraneous  means — e.g.,  i 
series  bi  inferential  arguments  brought  forward  above,  in  Karikas  26  et.  seqJ  ' 

88  « Similarity  with  another,  $*c." — as  has  been  done  in  the  arguments  brought 
forward  against  the  authoritative  character  of  the  Yeda. 

90  You  depend  upon  Inference  for  setting  aside  the  Teda ;  and  also  for  proving 
the  falsity  of  the  Teda ;  and  it  is  only  after  this  falsity  has  been  proved  that  your 
Inference  can  have  any  force. 

91  Because  a  certain  conception,  is  not  supported  oy  more  than  one  means,  that 
fact  alone  cannot  prove  its  falsity.    We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  we  do  not  accept 
Inference  j ,  and  yet^  in  the  absence  of  any  other  means  of  setting  aside  the  authority 
bf  the  Veda,  we  do  not  accept  the  preclusion  of  the  Yeda.    All  tl^at  we  mean  is  that 
we  can  admit  of  no  Inference  that  goes  against  the  Yeda. 

.  93-98  The  meaning  of  these  Karikas  is  thus  explained  in  the  Nyayaratnakara : 
The  authority  of  the  Yeda  has  been  'proved  to  us ;  and  hence  we  can  never  prove  any 
fact  that  is  distinctly  denied  in  the  Yeda;  and  thus  Inference  comes  to  be  set  aside 
by  "the  denial  contained  in  the  Yeda/1  And  the  present  Karika  urges  that  it  is  not 
proper  for  the  opponent  to  deny  the  authority  of  the  Yeda,  when  he  can  have  certain 
umnistakeu  and  correct  ideas  through  it. 
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Bimplj  on  account  of  (your)  malignity,  or  on  account  of  the  fact  of  its  not 
conforming  (with  your  own  views). 

94».  Nor  can  authenticity  be  proved  merely  by  one's  own  wish  or 
command.  For  no  one  asserts  the  non-perceptibility  of  the  pain  due  to 
fire-burn  (which  is  not  desired). 

95.  Nor  can  any  desirable  conception  be  authentic  (simply  because  it 
is  desirable), 

95-96.  Therefore  like  light,  Veda  being  common  to  all  persons,  it  is 
not  proper  to  dispute  its  authenticity.  The  difference  (of  the  Veda)  from 
the  assertions  of  Buddha,  &c.,  will  be  pointed  out  hereafter,  On  account 
of  the  imperfections  of  human  agency  there  is  every  chance  of  the  latter 
being  open  to  contradiction, 

97.    While  in  the  case  of  the  Veda,  the  fact  of  its  not  being  due 
to  human  agency,  serves  to  establish  its  authenticity. 

97-98.  If  the  Veda  were  of  human  origin,  then  those  that  would 
declare  it  to  be  true,  as  also  those  that  would  declare  it  to  be  false,  would 
have  to  postulate,  without  any  grounds,  its  author,  his  excellences  and 
defects,  and  its  acceptance  by  great  men,  <fcc-,  &c. 

98-99.  By  the  Mimansakas,  on  the  other  hand,  now,  as  always, 
nothing  is  postulated,  besides  what  is  directly  visible  (i.e.,  the  Veda  alone 
by  Itself). 

99-101.  Thus  has  the  Bhashya  set  aside  (all  chance  of)  mis- 
conception and  doubt  with  regard  to  such  a  Veda,  when  it  is  found  to  be 
giving  rise  to  (true)  concep  tions.  And  the  assumption  of  a  faulty  origin 
of  the  Veda  will  also  be  set  aside,  later  on.  Further,  on  account  of  the 
absence  of  human  agency,  there  is  not  the  least  chance  of  the  existence  of 
these  (Misconception  and  Doubt)  being  ever  thought  of  (in  connection 
with  the  Veda). 

95-98  if  the  production  of  cognition  be  tho  sole  ground  for  authority,  then  the 
scriptures  of  tlie  Buddha  would  also  come  fco  be  authoritative.  But  it  is  not  so ;  tho 
case  of  these  is  different  from  that  of  the  Veda  in  many  respects — e.g.,  in  point  of  their 
origin.  The  Buddhistic  scriptures  have  their  source  in  human  agency;  and  as  no 
human  agency  is  perfect,  there  is  every  chance  of  there  being  imperfections  in  those 
scriptures,  which,  for  this  reason,  could  be  safely  contradicted.  It  would  require  a 
deal  of  ingenuity  and  equivocal  reasoning  to  establish  the  indisputable  perfection  of 
human  agencies,  and  thence  that  of  the  Buddhistic  scriptures. 

97-98  " Acceptance  by  great  men" — The  supporters  of  the  Veda  would  refer  this  to 
the  Veda,  in  order  to  prove  its  authoritative  character.  Its  opponent,  on  the  other 
hand,  would  refer  the  same  fact  to  the  support  of  his  own  ssriptures,  and  thereby 
establish  the  uuauthoritative  character  of  all  other  scriptures,  the  Voda  included. 

99-101  If  the  opponents  of  the  Veda; — which  has  been  proved  to  be  eternal  and 
faultless— -declare  its  unauthoritative  character  to  be  in  the  shape  of  Misconception  or 
Doubt,  then,  we  reply  that  all  chance  of  Misconception  and  Doubt,  with  regard  to  the 
Veda,  has  been  set  aside  by  the  Bhashya. 

"  Faulty  origin" — any  doubt  as  to  the  existence  of  discrepancies  leads  to  cloubU 
with  regard  to  its  authoritative  character  j  and  when  the  existence  of  such  discfe- 
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101-102.  Such  being  the  case,  falsity  must  always  depend  upon  the 
non-productibility  of  conceptions ;  and  this  is  the  contradiction  urged  in 
the  Bbasbya  passage  "  Vravlti,  &c.,  <fcc." 

102-103.  In  "  tachchU  pratyayitat"  ("  pratyayita  "  means)  '  one  who 
describes  things  as  he  sees  theui ;  *  and  "  indriyavishayam  "  means  '  that 
•which  is  based  upon  the  action  of  the  senses.' 

103-104  (Some  people  explain  the  word  "pratyayita  "  in)  "  tachche"t 
pratyayitat "  as  (meaning)  "  One  who  seesy  and  speaks  the  truth."  Be- 
cause (If  it  meant)  "  One  who  describes  things  as  they  are  seen,"  then  we 
would,  in  their  opinion,  have  to  admit  the  truthfulness  of  the  assertions 
of  untrustworthy  persons  also. 

104-105.  But  (in  that  case),  out  of  the  two  factors,  'trustworthiness* 
and  *  amenability  to  sense-action/  the  absence  of  even  one  would  constitute 
a  counter-instance,  which  is  always  based  upon  the  absence  of  one  factor  only. 

pancies  has  been  ascertained,  then  there  is  a  direct  contradiction  of  it.  The  chances  of 
both  these  contingencies  are  precluded  from  the  Veda,  by  proving  the  non-existence  of 
discrepancies  in  it. 

101. i<»  «  Vraviti " •» says,  or  a*serte,-*"i.e.,  gives  rise  to  a  conception.  "  Vitafha"  =» 
false,  t,0.,  that  which  has  been  proved  to  be  identical  with  not  giving  rise  to  any  concep- 
tion; and  thus  these  two  terms  contradict  each  other,  hence  the  sentence  "asserts 
falsely  "  becomes  self  -contradictory. 

102.108  With  this  begins  the  consideration  of  the  Bhashya  passage  "yat  tu  laulcikam 
vachanam  tat  chet  pratyayitat  purushat  indriyavishayam  vat  8fc.n  The  word  "  Indriya  " 
here  includes  Inference  and  all  fche  other  principal  means  of  right  notion  j  the  meaning 
of  the  clause  thus  comes  to  be  this :  "  The  assertion  of  the  person  who  says  as  he  sees> 
having  the  support  of  one  or  more  means  of  right  notion,  is  always  authentic  j  conse- 
quently if  the  instance  of  human  speech  brought  forward  in  the  objection  refer  to  the 
assertion  o?  £n«b  -  ^aonfl*  th«n  the  instance  does  not  apply  to  the  Major  Term  of  the 
argument,  which,  therefore,  fails.  Orf  the  other  hand,  the  assertion  of  untrustworthy 
persons,  not  supported  by  any  other  means  of  right  notion,  is  always  nnanthentic ; 
because  of  its  very  source  being  faulty.  And  if  this  is  to  which  the  instance  refers, 
then  such  an  instance  cannot  shake  the  authenticity  of  the  Veda  j.  and  thus  too  your 
argument  falls  to  the  ground. 

1Q4406  This  refutes  the  second  interpretation  t  A  counter-instance  is  an  instance 
brought  forward  in  order  to  prove  the  weakness  of  a  definition ;  and  as  such,  the 
counter-instance  should  be  based  on  the  absence  of  only  one  differentia  out  of  the  many 
mentioned  in  the  definition.  Otherwise,  if  tfie  counter-instance  consisted  of  the  absence 
of  all  the  differentias  mentioned  in  the  definition,  then  it  would  not  apply  to  the  case 
at  all,  being  entirely  apart  from  it,  Aa  for  instance,  the  definition  of  "Duty"  is  a 
<s  purpose  described  inthe  Yedaj"  where  we  hare  two  differentias — that  of  "being  a 
purpose,  and  that  of  "being  de&cr-ibed  in  the  Veda;  and  the  counter-instance  brought 
against  this  definition  is  the  case  of  the  "  Syena  "  sacrifice,  which  is- mentioned  in  the  Yedat 
but  does  not  lead  fco  the  accomplishment  of  any  desirable  end  of  man.  And  here  we 
eee  that  the  counter-instance  is  wanting  in  one  factor  only,  as  a  rule,  and  not  in  all 
the  points  noted  in  the  definition.  In  accordance  with  this  interpretation  however, 
"Trustworthiness"  and  "Amenability  to  sense-perception,** — each  by  itself,  consti- 
tutes authenticity ;  and  hence  the  counter-instance  would  consist  in  the  absence  of 
each  of  these,  and  thence  would  result  the  absurdity  explained  in  note  105-106. 
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105-106.  And  in  the  case  of  tlie  untrustworthy  speaker,  we  would 
have  to  admit  the  falsity  of  even  suck  assertions  as  are  based  upon  tlic 
authority  of  the  senses  ;  and  the  assertion  of  the  trustworthy  speaker  too 
would  come  to  be  false,  in  the  case  of  an  assertion  not  based  directly 
upon  the  authority  of  the  senses.  And  thus  would  result  a  self-contradic- 
tion in  t*-.€  .Bhashya. 

10&107.  Therefore  by  the  first  epithet  ("pratyayita")  is  signified 
"  truthfulness  ;  "  and  by  the  second — "  Indriyavisbayam  " — is  implied  the 
fact  of  its  having  a  sound  basis. 

107-108.  The  mention  of  the  absence  of  discrepancy  (want  of  SL,  Jicient 
basis)  is  for  the  purpose  of  the  preclusion  of  iuauthenticity  (and  not  for  the 
accomplishment  of  authenticity,  which  is  self-evident).  The  theory  of 
authenticity  being  due  to  excellences  has  been  thoroughly  refuted  before  ; 
and  having  once  been  set  aside,  it  cannot  be  held  to  supply  the  basis 
for  authenticity. 

109-110.  In  the  first  clause,  the  word  "  Va"  has  a  collective  force  ; 
but  in  the  latter,  it  has  the  alternative  sense.  It  is  for  this  reason  that 
the  counter- instances  of  these  have  been  mentioned  separately:  viz: 
(1)  even  in  the  case  of  the  capable,  if  (the  speaker  is)  untruthful,  there 

105.106  This  Karika  lays  down  the  deficiency  of  the  'counter-in stances.  In  the 
counter-instance  of  "  trustworthy,"  we  have  "  untrustworthy,"  the  absence  of  a  trust- 
worthy speaker  being  the  only  ground  of  inauthenticity  ;  thus  then,  the  very  sentence 
cited  as  authentic,T>eing  amenable  to  the  sense  of  the  hearer,  and  it  being  the  assertion 
of  an  untrustworthy  person, — this  very  sentence  would  become  inauthentic ;  and  as  such, 
would  come  to  be  cited  as  a  counter-instance  of  itself.  And  again,  with  regard  to 
"  amenability  to  the  senses  *  we  would  have  as  its  counter-instance  "  not  amenable  to 
the  senses ; "  and  thus  the  assertion  of  a  trustworthy  person,  not  heard  by  the  listner, 
which  has  been  accepted  as  authentic,  would  become  wiau^-^.o  *y;^d  thereby  would 
come  to  be  a  counter- instance  of  itself;  and  thus  there  would  be  self-contradiction. 
And  further,  if  the  expression  "  amenable  to  the  senses "  be  used  with  regard  to 
the  assertion  of  an  untrustworthy  person,  with  regard  to  an  object  before  one's  eyes, 
then  the  expression  "  not  amenable  to  the  senses"  must  necessarily  mean  "that  which 
is  not  perceived  by  the  hearer ;  "  and  then  the  Bhashya — "  it  is  impossible  to  be  known 
by  the  person,  without  an  explanation" — becomes  inexplicable;  because  that  which  is 
not  heard  by  the  hearer  cannot  be  comprehended  even  after  an  explanation.  For 
certainly,  it  is  not  possible  to  know  what  the  hearer  does  not  perceive.  Therefore 
the  expression  " amenable  to  sense"  must  mean  <«  based  upon  accepted  means  of  right 
notion  ;  "  and  the  expression  "  not  amenable  to  the  sense "  must  mean  that  which  has 
no  such  basis  j  thus  does  the  Bhashya  passage  become  explained.  And  again,  the 
word  "  Pratyaylta"  signifies  "  one  who  has  a  conception  and  declares  it ; "  aud  as  this 
conception  may  be  either  right  or  wrong,  so  a  "  pratyayita  "  person  is  not  necessarily  a 
"  trustworthy  "  person,  but  only  one  who  says  what  he  sees.  Hence  the  only  correct 
interpretation  is  the  one  given,  in  Karika  102-103. 

lO&.iOl  «  Truthfulness  "—i.e.,  the  fact  of  saying  as  one  sees.  "  Basis  " — i.e.,  the 
fact  of  its  being  based  upon  correct  means  of  right  notion, 

109-110  in  the  first  instance,  the  notion  of  falsity  is  due  to  disbelief  in  the  speaker ; 
and  in  the  latter,  it  is  due  the  f  aultiness  of  the  very  origin  of  the  assertion. 
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is  falsity  j  as  also  (2)  in  tlie  case  of  a  truthful  (speaker),  if  the  fact  itself 
be  incapable  (of  being  verified  by  proofs). 

110-111.  The  passage  in  question  does  not  set  aside  omniscience. 
Because  in  the  clause  "  without  a  sentence,  &c.,"  what  is  signified  is  only 
the  denial  of  omniscience  in  particular  cases. 

111.  If  there  really  existed  a  person  knowing  all  things,  through  the 
six  means  of  knowledge,  how  could  such  a  person  be  denied  ? 

112.  But  if  a  person  be  assumed  to  be  knowing  all  things  by  a  single 
means  of  knowledge,  such  a  person  would  doubtless  perceive  taste  and  all 
other  objects,  by  means  of  the  eye  alone  ! 

113.  That  particular  kind  of  the  Means  of  knowledge  which  leads  at 
the  present  time  to  the  perception  of  a  special   class  of  objects,  was  of 
the  same  kind  at  other  times  also. 

114.  The  difference  of  degree  tliat  we  come  across  (in  the  efficiency 
of  the  various  senses),  does  not  go   beyond  the  precincts  o'f  the  objects 
(amenable  to  each  sense)  ;  and  hence  such  difference  would  only  exist  in 
the    cases  of  distant  and  subtle  cognitions  ;   and  in  no  case  could  colour 
(the  property  of  the  eye)  be  amenable  to  the  function  of  the  ear. 

115.  With  regard  to  objects  in  the  future  (such  as  Dharma,  <fcc.), 
we  do  not  ever  find  the  applicability  of  Sense- Perception ;  nor  that  of 
Inference  and  the  rest,  in  a  case  where  there  is  no  proper  Mark  (to  serve 
as  the  Middle  Term). 

116.  "  Inasmuch  as  the  assumption  by  others  (the  Banddhas)  of  an 
omniscient  Person,  as  also  that  of  the  absence  of  human  agency  in  the 
Veda  by  the  Mimansakas,  are  both  of  the  same  type  (there  is  no  difference 
between  the  validity  of  the  two),"— -those  who  assert  this  must  think  over 
the  following  (npints  of  difference). 

117.  An  ojasu&aiua*!/  person  is  not  seen  by  us  at  the  present  moment ; 
nor,  is  it  possible  to -prove  (by  means  of  Inference)  that  such  a  one  ever 
existed  bef  orej  as  is  done  in  the  case  of  the  negation  of  such  a  person. 

110. 11 1  "Jti  particular  cases" — the  clause  servos  to  preclude  the  capability  of  know- 
ledge with  regard  to  an  object  tliat  is  beyond  the  senses,  and  is  only  amenable  to 
words — e.g.,  Duty. 

HI  He  who  knows  everything  by  means  of  the  six  means  of  right  notion,  would 
also  know  Duty,  through  the  Veda  j  and  this  fact  would  not  militate  against  our  theory 
that  "  Duty  is  knowable  by  the  Veda  alone  5 M  hence  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  dis- 
prove such  omniscience. 

11*  And  hence  it  cannot  be  urged  that  such  omniscience,  by  a  single  sense,  is  not 
possible  now-a-days,  though  it  was  possible  only  in  days  gone  by. 

11*  And  as  such,  Sense- Perception  too,  by  itself,  canuot  bring  about  omniscience. 
Ill  Neither  Sense-Perception,  nor  Inference  can  prove  the  existence  of  an 
omniscient  person.  In  Inference  we  require  a  middle  Term,  which  we  cannot  hare  in 
the  case  of  omniscience.  On  the  contrary,  in  support  of  the  refutation  of  the  existence 
of  an  omniscient  person,  ire  have  the  following  inferential  argument :  "  The  past  was 
•without  an  omniscient  person,  because  it  was  a  point  of  Time,  like  the  Present  j  "  or 
ogain,  *'  Buddha  was  not  omniscient,  because  he  was  a  mrm,  like  ourselves." 
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118.  Nor  can  the   existence  of    the  omniscient  one  be  proved  by 
Scriptures ;  for  in  that  case  there  would  be  mutual  inter-dependence.    And 
how  can  one  ever  believe  the  authenticity  of  a  Scripture  composed  by 
another  man  t 

119.  Nor  can  ive  get  at  any  other  Scripture  (save  the  Veda)   which 
is  eternal.      If   the  enlogies   (occurring  in  the  Veda    in   praise    of  an 
Omniscient  Person)   were  eternal,  then,  non-eternality  would  belong  to 
the  Scripture  itself. 

120.  The  eternality  of  the  Scripture  (Veda)  having  been  established, 
all  other  assumptions  (of  an  Omniscient  Author  and  the  like)  become 
needless.    For  men  could  prove  the  existence  of  Duty  by  means  of  the 
same   (Scripture),    whereby   (you  seek)   to  prove  the   e-dstenco  of   an 
omniscient  person.    ^ 

121.  One,  who,  convinced  of  the  truthfulness  (of  Scripture  writers) 
with  regard  to  their  assertions  in   connection  with  the  relation  of  the 
senses  and  their  objects  (t.e,,  in  the  case  of  ordinary  perception),  would 
base  their  authority,  even  in  the  case  of  matters  of  faith,  on  the  fact  of 
these  latter  assertions  proceeding  from  one  whose  assertion  has  been  found 
to  be  true  in  the  former  case  ;— 

122.  Such  a  one  would  thereby  prove  the  authenticity  (of  Buddha's 
assertions)  to  depend  upon  something  else  (i.e.,  our  own  sense  perceptions). 
For  if  the  authenticity  thereof  (i.e.,  of  Buddha's  assertions  dealing  with  x 
ordinary  perception)  were  due  to  itself,  then  what  need  could  it  have 
of  the  senses,  &c.,  of  other  persons  ? 

;  118  "Mutual  dependence"  The  Scripture  depending  for  its  validity  upon  the 
omniscience  of  the  Author,  and  the  omniscience  of  the  Author  depending  upon  the 
validity  of  the  Scriptures. 

11*  Omniscience  cannot  be  proved  by  any  Scripture  which  is  not  due  to  human 
agency.  "  If  the  eulogies,  $rc"  This  is  added  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  based  upon 
snch  vedic  passages  as— "He  is  omniscient97  and  the  like,  which  might  be  taken  to 
prove  the  existence  of  an  Omniscient  person.  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is  that  such 
passages  are  only  eulogistic,  and  not  descriptive  of  a  fact ;  and  as  such,  they  cannot  he 
accepted  as  eternal.  For  the  Scripture,  attributing  omniscience  to  &  corporeal  man, 
would  stand  self* condemned  as  transitory. 

1*0  The  eternal  Scripture, —  that  you  seek  to  employ  in  proving  the  existence 
of  an  Omniscient  Person,  who  would  be  the  sole  authority  of  Duty  —  may  be  more 
reasonably  employed  in  proving  the  existence  of  Duty  itself,  thereby  doing  away  with 
the  necessity  of  postulating  an  intermediary  omniscient  agent. 

131  Here  some  people  argue  thus  :  "  Granted  that  there  is  no  omniscient  person  ; 
but  Buddha  and  others  might  have  been  rightful  knowers  of  Duty.  We  find,  in 
ordinary  life,  that  Buddha  is  truthful  to  a  nicety  in  matters  of  ordinary  perception  ; 
hence  it  would  follow  that  even  in  matters  of  pure  faith,  such  as  that  of  Duty,  we  might 
rest  upon  his  authority ;  and  thereby  prove  the  propriety  of  such  actions  as  "bowing  to 
Chaitya,  on  the  ground  of  their  having  been  declared  by  him."  The  next  Karika 
supplies  an  answer  to  this  argument,  the  sense  of  the  reply  being  that  if  such  be  the 
case,  then  Buddha's  authority  would  rest  upon  the  fact  of  our  cognition  of  the  truth- 
fulness of  his  assertions  with  regard  to  the  ordinary  objects  of  sense. 
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123.  Just  as  the  authenticity   (of  such  assertions)   is   due  to   (oui*) 
sense-discrimination,  so  would  it  also  be  in  the  case  of  matters  of  faith  ; 
and  (its  authenticity)  would  never  be  independent  or  self-sufficient. 

124.  Just  as  by  the  aforesaid  cause  (conformity  with  our  perception) 
is  proved  the  truthfulness   (of  the  Scriptures) ;  so,  in   the   same  manner 
is  also  proved  the  absence  of  their  authority  with  regard  to  objects  not 
perceived  by  others. 

125.  The   "  truthfulness  of   the   trustworthy,  "  the  "  falsity  of    the 
untrustworthy  "  and  "  the  mere  repetition  (or  reminiscence)  of  a  previous 
conception" — you   will   have   to    accept  all  these  (with  regard   to  your 
Scripture),  if  you  stick  to  the  instance  (you  have  brought  forward  in  your 
argument). 

126.  And  further,  in  the  case  of  (these  scriptures)  referring  to  super- 
sensuous  objects,  we  would  come  to  recognise  their  falsity,  on  account  of 
the  fact  of  all  Scriptures  besides   the  Yeda,   originating  in  human  agency  ; 
since  in  such   cases   the   grounds  of  their  authenticity  would  be    self- 
contradictory,  i 

127.  And  then  too,  ihere  results  the  absurdity  o£   (your  Scripture 
proving)  the  authenticity  of  subjects  other  than  either  Duty  or  N"on-Duty. 
And  so  long  as  the  Sankbya  and  the  rest  continue  to  exist,  your  instance 
too  is  hard  to 'be  got  at. 

128.  Because,  while  being  a  human  assertion,  it  refers  to  super- 
sensuous  subjects ; — therefore  too,  on  account  of  mutual  dependence,  the 
Scripture  of  Buddha  and  others  would  come  to  be  false. 

'**  Because  the  assertions  of  Buddha  with  regard  to  such  matters  as  Duty  are  not 
borne  out  by  our  experience  j  therefore  nis  assertions  are  proved  to  be  false  by  the 
aame  reason  which  you  sought  to  employ  In  proving  their  truthfulness. 

J&&  If  yon  seek  to  prove  the  anthenticity  of  your  Scriptures  by  reason  of  the 
assertions  of  its  author  conforming  with  your  own  experience,  then,  as  in  your  own 
experience,  yon  come  across  various  cases  like,  those  mentioned  in  the  Karika,  BO,  in 
the  same  manner,  you  will  have  to  admit  of  the  same  discrepancies  in  the  author  of 
your  Scriptures. 

iw  "Self-contradictory" — because  the  reason  (human  agency)  brought  forward  to 
prove  the  truthfulness  of  the  Scriptures  may  also  be  employed  to  prove  their  falsity. 

1JH  "So  long  as  the  SdnJthya,  $*c." — The  assertion  of  Buddha  with  regard  to  the 
momentary  character  of  all  external  objects,  has  been  said  to  conform  with  our  own 
experience,  which  facb  has  been  made  the  ground  of  proving  his  veracity.  But  the 
Sankhya  has  established,  beyond  the  least  doubt,  that  all  that  exists  is  eternal,  and 
exists  for  ever.  Under  such  circumstances,  so  long  as  you  have  not  fully  refuted  the 
arguments  of  the  Sunkhyas,  you  cannot  hope  to  establish  the  authority  of  your  Author, 
on  the  grounds  that  you  have  urged. 

128  Just  as  human  speech,  when  referring  to  transcendental  objects  is  almost 
always  sure  to  be  false,  so,  the  speech  of  Buddha  too  could  not  but  be  false.  And 
when  his  assertions  with  regard  to  transcendental  objects  come  to  be  false,  those  with 
regard  to  perceptible  objects  too  (such  as  the  momentary  character  of  all  objects,  &c.), 
becorae  liaise.  And  as  his  veracity  was  sought  by  you  to  be  proved  on  the  ground 
of  his  latter  assertions  being  true,  it  falls  to  the  ground  unsupported. 
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129.  The  antagonist  who  meets  you  for  the  first  time  would,    while 
arguing,  also  have  the  following  argument  (at  his  disposal)  against  you. 

130.  "  My  assertion  that  *  Buddha,  &c  ,  are  non-omniscient,*  is  true, 
because  it  is  my  assertion,  like  my  assertion  *  Fire  is  hot,  and  bright.'  " 

131.  "  The  fact   of  this  being  my  assertion  is  directly  perceptible, 
and  you  have  yet  to   prove  that  what  you  bring  forward   as   Buddha's 
declaration   was   really  what  he  asserted.     And  thus  mine  is  the  (correct) 
argument,  whereas  yours  is  doubtful  and  incomplete." 

132.  How  can  anyone  postulate  a   thing,   whose  existence  can  be  dis- 
proved hy  reason  x>f  its  being  contrary^to  Sense-Perception  ? 

133.  Nor  can.  your  omniscient  Person  be  postulated  on  the  ground  of 
unbroken  tradition.     Because  the  tradition  is  disputed,  has  no  bassi?,  and 
is  only  accepted  by  a  few  people  (like  yourself). 

134  That  "  He  is  omniscient,"  how  could  even,  his  contemporary 
enquirers  know,  being  (as  they  were)  devoid  of  any  conception  of  his  cog- 
nitions and  the  objects  thereof? 

135.  Thus  then,  you  will  have  to  assume  many  omniscient  persons 
(among  his  contemporaries  and  their  followers,  so  that  each  of  these  could 
be  cognisant  of  the  omniscience  of  his  predecessor).     For  he  who  is  himself 
non-omniscient  could  never  recognise  another  person  to  be  omniscient. 

136.  He  by  whom  the  omniscient  Person  could  not  be  recognised, — 
how  could   such   a  person   have   any   idea   of    the    authenticity    of    his 
assertions  ?    (For  these  would  be)  to  him  just  like  the  assertion  of  any  other 
ordinary  person. 

137.  When   (you    declare   Buddha  to   be)    devoid   of     attachment, 
&c.f     and    free    from    activity,  —  then    the    injunctions     (contained    in 
your  Scriptures)  must  have  been  composed  by  another   person,  specially 
in   the  absence  of    all    definite    (concrete)    cognition    (in    the    case    of 
Buddha). 

138.  Tf  you  say  that  "  By  mere  proximity  to  such  a  Man  (as  Buddha) 
injunctions  issue  forth,  spontaneously,  even  from  the  walls,  just  as  from 
the  Chiutamani, ." 

ISO  This  is  a  counter-argument  to  the  following  reasoning  of  the  Buddhists  :  t:  Bud- 
dha's assertion  with  regard  to  his  omniscience  is  true,  because  it  is  his  assertion,  like 
he  assertion  '  Fire  is  hot*  and  the  like." 

1ST  In  ordinary  experience  we  find  that  persons  take  to  composing  works, — 
(1)  for  some  gain,  (2)  for  commanding  the  respect  of  others,  (3)  for  the  sake  of 
fame,  and  (4)  for  winning  the  affection  of  some  person  ;  and  so  forth.  But  you  deny 
the  existence  of  any  of  these  motives,  in.  the  case  of  Buddha;  hence  the  scriptures 
attributed  to  him  must  have  been  composed  by  some  other  person  ;  specially  as  you 
assert  that  Buddha  perceives  the  whole  universe,  in  the  abstract,  and  that  he  has  no 
concrete  cognition  thereof.  How,  then,  could  he  describe  things,  by  means  of  word«  ? 
For,  certainly,  no  verbal  description  is  possible  without  concrete  cognitions. 

133  "Chinlamani"  is  a  gem  which  IB  believed  to  give  to  its  possessor  all  that  he 
desires. 
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139.  Such  assertions  could  only  fit  in  the  mouth  of  blind  believers 
(like  you)  j  we  can  have  no  faith  in  such  injunctions  as  proceed  from 
walls. 

140.  For  it  is  jast  possible  that  these  may  have  been  composed  by 
Buddha  himself,  or  they  may  have  been  uttered  by  certain  invisible  evil- 
minded  Pisacbas   (spirits)   (hidden  in  the  wall),  in    order  to    deceive 
(people). 

141.  Similarly  for  those  that  have  postulated  for  Jiva,  as  independent 
of  the  sense-organs,  <&c.,  pure  cognition  of  objects  past,  subtile  and  the 
like  ;— 

142.  'Such    an    assumption    could  not  be  proved  by  anything  except 
(their)  Scriptures;  nor  again  could  the  (authority  of  these)  Scriptures  them- 
selves be  established  without  the  above  assumption  (and  thus  there  would 
be  a  mutual  dependence).    Nor  can  such  a  theoriser  get  at  any  similar 
instance  among  ordinary  meu  (that  could  prove  the  particular  faculty  of 
their  Jiva). 

143.  The  idea  of  an  eternal  Scripture  too,  is  to  be  refuted  in  the 
same  manner.     Because  with  regard  to  that  also,  there  is  no  such  belief 
as  that  "  This  is  seen  by  this  person,  or  composed  by  him." 

144.  Men  are,  generally,  speakers  of  falsehood ;  therefore  just  as  we 
do  not  believe  in  the  people  of  to-day,  so  toor  we  could  have  no  faith  in 
those  of  the  past. 

145.  The  idea  of  such  a  notion  with  regard  to  the  Scripture  and  its 
meaning,  may  be  like  dream-cognition  ;  and  in  that  case,  how  could  there 
f>e  any  authenticity  in  the  scriptures,  with  regard  to  which  such  a  doubt 
is  possible  ? 

146.  What  you  desire  to  establish  is  the  unrivalled  excellence  of  the 

Hi  The  Buddhist  having  been  refuted,  the  Irhat  theory  is  next  taken  up. 

14*  «  Without  their  Scriptures." — For  such  an  assumption*  is  amenable  neither 
to  any  ordinary  means  of  right  notion,  nor  to  the  Veda. 

148  The  first  half  seeks  to  set  aside  the  eternality  of  the  Veda;  as  some  people 
say  that  the  eternal  Veda  is  heard  by  Prafapati.  Bat  the  Karik*  means  to  say  thatr 
as  the  cognition  of  an  omniscient  person,  so  too,  that  of  an  uttered  sound,  is  without 
any  cause.  The  second  half  anticipates  the  objection  that  by  refuting  the  eternality 
of  the  Veda,  the  author  strikes  at  the  very  root  of  his  own  system.  The  Nyayarat- 
nakara  explains  the  second!  half  tlius :  "  This  theory  is  to  be  refuted,  because  of  the 
denial  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Veda,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  composed  by  at 
human  author.*' 

1**  Some  MSS.  read,  in  the  end,  lttathff  tttarthaXirtane."  The  latter  half  of  the 
KIrikI,  should  then  be  translated  thus :  "  As  we  do  not  believe  people  describing  the 
things  of  the  present,  so  too,  we  would  not  believe  them,  when  speaking  of  the  things 
of  the  past* 

H*  The  attributing  of  the  ,Veda  to  Prajapati  has  another  fault :  If  his  knowledge 
and  propounding  of  the  Veda  be  without  any  cause,  coming  to  him  spontaneously, 
then  such  knowledge  may  only  be  of  the  nature  of  a  dream,  false  and  unreliable.  , 

H«  With  this  Kariki  begins  the  refutation  of  the  theory  that  the  Veda  fc 
Eternal,  spontaneously  heard  and  propounded  in  this  world  by  Prajlpati, 
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Author,  as  also  the  eternality  of  the  Scripture  itself ;  and  in  that  case  you 
will  have  to  postulate  the  fact  of  His  remembering  the  Scripture  learnt 
in  some  previous  birth. 

347.  If  you  postulate  such  ante-natal  comprehensibility  of  the  scrip- 
ture (to  Prajapati),  needless  is  your  opposition  to  the  comprehension  of  the 
objects  thereof  (as  attributed  by  the  Bauddhas  to  their  Scrip  fairer-writers — 
viz.9  supernatural  knowledge  of  Duty  and  its  opposite).  For  one  who  is 
able  to  comprehend  sonnds  that  have  not  been  uttered,  what  can  be  said 
against  his  comprehending  the  meaning  of  such  sounds  themselves  (which 
is  much  easier  than  the  comprehending  of  nnuttered  sounds)  ? 

148.  The  author  too,  in  the  view  of  those  people   thafr  postulate 
such  comprehension  of  the  meaning,  would  be  independent.     Whereas  in 
the  case  of  the  mere  verbal  cognition  of  the  Scripture,  we  would  have  both 
(Scripture  and  the  author)  depending  upon  one  another, 

149.  (Whereas  according  to  us)  even  in  a  single  life  the  Veda  is 
found  to  reside  in.  (t.«.,  known  by)  many  persons ;  and  as  such,  either 
its  remembrance    or    comprehension    does  not  go   against  its  indepen- 
dence. 

150.  For  if    any  one  person  were  to    make    any  changes   in  the 
Veda,   of    his    own    accord,   he    would    be    opposed   by  many  persons. 
And  again,  if  the  Veda  were  the  outcome  of  the  mind  of  a  single  .person> 
then  it  would  in  no  way  differ  from  modern  compositions. 

151.  For  the  .same  reason  we  do  not  acknowledge  the  agency  of  a 
single  person  even  in  the   case  of  the  traditional  course  of  instructions 
(in  the  Veda).    The  very  first  persons  (who  commenced  this  traditional 
course)  must  have  been,  many,   dependent  upon  one  another,  just  as  we 
find  to  be  the  case  at  the  present  day. 

152.  Thus  then,  while  others  make  many  (unreasonable)  assumptions 
for  establishing  their  own  Scriptures,  Jaimini  does  not  have  recourse  to 
any — and  is  this  the  equality  (of  Jaimini)  with  others  ? 

153.  Nothing  more  than  what  is  directly  visible  is  postulated  by 
him  (Jaimini),  with  regard  to  the  authenticity  (of  the  Veda).    Whereas 
the  other  theorists  have  to  make   various   assumptions  with  regard  to 
the  imperceptible,  even  in  proving  the  inauthenticity  of  the  Veda  (to  say 
nothing  of  those  that  they  have  recourse  to  in  seeking  to  establish  the 
authority  of  their  own  scriptures). 

154.  The  Atheist  in  denying  the  authority  of  the  Veda,  lands  himself 
on  the  (absurdity  of)  setting  aside  the  authenticity  of  a  directly  perceptible 
fact.    Because  when  a  conception  has  once  arisen   (and   the  self-evident 
authority  of  such  conceptions  has  already  been  proved),  any  assumption 
towards  its  denial  could  only  be  needless  and  far-fetched. 

!**  "  Dependent  upon  one  another" — The  Author  depending  upon  the  Veda 
for  a  comprehension  of  its  meaning  and  the  Yeda  depending  upon  the  author,  in  order 
to  gain  its  right  form. 


155.  The  absence  of  human  agency,  with  regard  to  the  Veda,  Laving 
been  proved,  it  lies  upon  the  Atheists  to  point  out  any  difference  between 
the  Vedic  conceptions  and  tne  perceptions  due  to  faultless  cognitions). 

156.  "  There  could  be  no  instructions  with  regard  to  supersensuons 
objects,   if  the  author  had   not   perceived  such  objects"  —  hence  is  the 
"assumption   of    an   object"    (i.e.,    such   is   the  form   of   the   argument 
"Apparent  Inconsistency  "  —  Artliapatti  ). 

157.  Or  the  passage  may  be  (interpreted  )  as  an  inferential  reasoning  : 
the  "fact  of  being  an  instructor"  is  found  to  be  invariably  accompanied  by 
that  of  tv  being  preceded  by  the  perception  of  the  object  "  (of  instruction). 
And  the  negation  of  this  is  laid  down  in  the  passage  "  Nairn,  etc." 

158.  (The  Apparent  Inconsistency  that  you  have  urged)   may  also 
be  explained  away  otherwise  —  as  by   reason  of  the  perplexity  (of  the 
Instructor).     Or  your  *Linga'  (the  reason,  the  "middle  term,")   may  be 
said  to  be  anomalous,  inasmuch  as  there  are  sucli  instances  as  the  asser- 
tions of  children,  etc.,  (who  are  found  to  speak  of  things  they  have  never 
seen). 

159.  Tf  you  say  that  *  the  Instructors  (Manu,  etc.),  propounded  their. 
instructions  after  having  come  to  know  of  the  objects,  through  the  Veda' 
—  then  you  will  only  prove  what  has  already  been  proved  by  us  —  this  is 
what  is'  meant  by  the   passage  "Vedadapi,  etc.";  and  this  refers  only  to 
Manu,  etc.,  (who  declare  themselves  to  be  the  followers  of  Veda,  which  too 
they  declare  to  be  the  only  means  of  knowing  the  true  nature  of  Duty  ; 
and  not  of   Buddha,  etc.). 

160.  "  Because  a  man,  though  knowing  one  thing  one  way,  wishes  to 
speak  of  it  in  another  way,  —  therefore  from  the  assertion  of  a  person,  there 
can  be  no  absolute  certainty  as  to  what  is  iu  his  mind  (i.e.,  what  he  really 
knows)." 

161.  "  We  see  that  one  who  is  confused  speaks  something  other  than 


begins  the  explanation  of  the  Bhashya  passage  —  "  Nanwavidusham 
upadtgo'  nfivalcalpi/ate,  "  &c.,  &c  ,  (page  4).  "Assumption  of  an  ofc/ect,"  i.e.,  that  of  the 
fact  of  Manu  and  Baddha  knowing,  by  themselves,  the  nature  of  Duty. 

iM  "  One  who  is  an  Instructor  is  one  who  has  seen  the  object  '•  —  this  is  the 
affirmative  premiss  j  the  negative  form  of  this  is  :  "  He  who  is  not  a  seer  for  knower) 
of  the  object  is  not  an  Instructor  ;  "  and  this  latter  is  what  is  meant  by  the  Blmshya 
passage  quoted  above. 

i*8  Ref.  Bhashya  "  Upadfya  hi  vyamohadapi  lhavanti"  (pp.  4-6),  which  is  snid 
in  reply  to  the  objection  moved  in  the  passage  quoted  above.  "  The  middU  Term,"  i.e., 
the  fact  of  being  preceded  by  a  perception  of  the  object. 

1W  "  Only  prove,  jrc.n—  That  is,  this  assertion  of  youra  does  not  contradict  our 
assertion  that  "  Teda  alone  is  the  means  of  knowing  Duty." 

160  Ref.  to  Bhashya:  "  Api  cha  paurmheyadvachanddevamayam  purusho  vedeti 
Wiavati  pratyayah  <J"c."  (page  6).'  The  Kiirika  lays  down  the  objections  against  this 
passage.  It  means  that  from  the  mere  assertion  of  a  man,  we  cannot  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  che  knows  thus';  because  he  might  be  knowing  it  one  way,  and 
expressing  it  in  quite  another  way. 
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what  he  wishes  to  speak  j  therefore  the  assertion  does  not  always  follo\Y 
the  wish  (of  the  speaker)." 

162.  It  is  only  in  the  case   of  the  assertions  of  a  trustworthy  per- 
son, that  his  own  mind,  (i.e.,  what  he  really  knows  of  the  object)  is  known 
(by  means   of  his   assertions)  ;  while  in  the   case  of  an  nntrnstworthy 
person,  there  is  no  certainty  (as  to  what  may  be  in  his  mind).     Therefore 
it  is  only  by  means  of  a  general  rule  and  its  exception,  that  the  twofold 
powers  of  words,  is  here  (in  tho  Bhashya)  explained. 

163.  The  bringing  about  of  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning   of    a 
sentence  depends  upon  the  arrangement  of  Words  and  their  Meanings ; 
and  the  form  of  this  arrangement  too  depends  npon  the  wish  to  speak, 
which,  in  its  tnrn,  depends  npon  previous  conceptions. 

164.  With  regard  to  objects,  different  men  are  found  to  construct 
sentences  differently,  when  actuated  by  different  motives, — by  means  of 
additions  (alterations)  and  subtractions  (whichever  seems  to  serve  their 
respective  ends).         ; 

165.  Therefore  when,   by   means   of  the  assertion,  the  hearer  has 
arrived  at  the  comprehension  of  the  object  (spoken  of),  then  verily  there 
arises  the  notion    with  regard  to  the  knowledge  of  the  speaker— that 
*'  this  (object)  is  known  by  him." 

166.  When  a  person  questions  (the  veracity  of)  one  who  is  following 
the  assertion   of  a  trustworthy   person,   then   the  latter   points  to  the 
trustworthy  person,  saying  "  He  "knows  it  thus." 

167.  On  account  of   being   interrupted  by  the  cognition    (of    the 
trustworthy  person),  the  Words  iu  this  case  become  inopei^ative  for  the 
time  being  ;  but  the  manifestation  of  the  authenticity  thereof  would  be 
based  upon  the  mere  fact  of  their  originating  directly  from  the  cognition 
of  the  speaker.  I 

168.  Though  the  Meaning  may  have  been  comprehended  beforehand, 
yet  it  depends  for  its  defmiteness  upon  the  fact  of  its  originating  directly 
from  the  speaker's  cognition  ;  hence  such  a  fact  can  only  be  eomprehen- 

1M  This  Karika.  offers  the  reply  to  the  objections  urged  In  the  last  two  Klrikas. 
lf  General  rule  fyc" — That  hased  on  fcho  general  rule  being  the  power  that  is  got  at 
through  the  recognition  of  the  source  of  the  assertion, — the  exception  or  negation 
being  in  the  case  of  the  assertion  of  untrustworthy  persons., 

IsB  This  Karika  anticipates  the  following  question  :  "  Does,  then,  all  comprehen- 
sion arise  from  inexpressive  sentences  "  ?  The  sense  of  the  Knrika  is  that  the  com- 
prehension of  the  meaning  of  sentences  is  not  verbal,  but  inferential  j  and  the  process 
of  this  inference  is  shown. 

W*  How  do  you  know  that  the  arrangement  depends  upon  the  wish  to  speak  ? 
The  Karika  gives  the  reply— "by  amoaya  (Invariable  concomitance)  and  vyatireka 
(constant  negation)/*  "  Addition,  $*c.  "  of  words,  in  a  sentence. 

m  u  Interrupted  " — i.e.,  so  long  as  one  bas  not  recognised  the  cognition  of  the 
speaker,  though  there  is  a  recognition  of  the  meaning  of  words,  yet  it  is  as-  good  as 
non-existent ;  as  its  authenticity  is  recognised  only  when  it  is  found  that  it  rests  upon 
a  certain  definite  cognition  of  the  speaker. 
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sible  through  tlie  comprehension  of  the  Meaning1.  But  in  the  matter  of 
authenticity,  it  takes  the  first  place. 

169.  Thus  then,  in  the  present  case  (of  the  Scriptures  of  Buddha, 
<fcc.),  the  falsity  of  these  is  proved  by  the  fact  of  their  being  due  to  human 
agency.     This  character  (of  falsity)  could  not  belong  to  the  Veda,  because 
in  its  case  there  is  no  author  (human  agency). 

170.  And  thus  there  being  no  interruption  by  any  notion   of  the 
author,  the  meaning  of  the  Yeda  is  comprehended  directly  through  the 
meaning  (of  words)  ;  and  it  does  not  stand  in  need  of  the  precedence 
of  any  cognition  (of  a  person ) ;  nor,  as  such,  can  it  ever  be  false, 

171-72.  The  assertions  of  Buddha,  &c.,  that  were  brought  forward 
(by  the  Atheists  proper)  as  instances  to  prove  the  in  authenticity 
(of  the  Veda)  are  here  shown  to  be  non-concomitant.  Because  it  has 
been  shown  above  that  the  effects  of  these  (Vedic  assertions)  are 
correct ;  while,  as  regards  the  meaning,  they  have  got  nothing  to  do 
with  it. 

173.  With  regard  to  objects  outside  the  precincts  of  its  applicability, 
there  is  a  chance  of  the  falsity  of  the  Veda  also.  Therefore  with  regard 
to  the  arguments  urged  in  the  Purvnpaksha,  you  would  only  be  proving 
what  we  already  accept. 

174-75.    Not  knowing  this  meaning,  and  only  bearing  in  mind  the 

ru.7»  The  RagiTca  thus    explains  i   "  The   author  now  explains  the  Bhashya  in 
another  way:  For  the  proof  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Veda,  whatever  ordinary 
assertions  were  brought  forward  aa  instances  are  here  shown  to  be  non-concomitant  with 
the  Major  Term.  The  second  Karika  showa  this  non  concomitance.  The  meaning  is  this  : 
The   Bhashya  here   takes  the  place  of  another  party,  and  through  him,  replies  to  a 
third  party.    The  Atheists  brpg  forward  the  following  argument :    '  The  Veda  is  false, 
because  the  objects  treated  of  therein  are  not  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  like  such 
assertions  of  Buddha,  &o. ' ;  and  the  present  passage  replies  to  this  argument,  with  a  view 
to  the  Buddhist  doctrine :  your  instance  is  non-concomitant  with  the  Major  Premiss  : 
because  according  to  Buddha,  words  are  not  accepted  as  the  means  of  knowing  objects  ; 
for  according  to  him,  what  the  words  do  is  simply  to  remind  one  of  the  object,  neither 
adding  to,  nor  subBtracting  from,  it  any  factor......     The  words  only  express  the 

meaning  of  the  speaker ;  therefore  that  which  has  been  said  to  be  the  subject  of  the 
assertions  of  Buddha, — with  regard  to  this  subject,  such  assertions  are  quite  true,— 
such  effect  being  only  what  is  in  the  mind  of  the  speaker.  And  aa  these  assertions 
correctly  delineate  what  was  in  the  mind  of  Buddha,  they  cannot  but  be  accepted  as 
true.  As  for  the  objects,  forming  the  denotation  of  words,  the  Buddhists  do  not 
accept  any  applicability  of  the  words  to  them.  Therefore  there  is  no  proof  against  the 
authenticity  of  the  Veda ;  and  it  is  this  that  has  been  shown  above  in  Karika  163." 

118  "  If  any  ordinary  assertion  has  been  urged  in  regard  to  an  object  other  than 
what  is  within  its  zone  of  applicability  (i.e.,  objects  other  than  the  cognition  of  the 
speaker),  then  you  would  be  proving  what  is  already  proved :  of  the  Vedas  too,  we 
accept  the  falsity,  with  regard  to  those  objects  that  it  does  not  treat  of  j  for  we 
accept  the  falsity  of  everything  that  is  urged  in  the  Piirvapakaha." — Kdqika. 

114.76  The  meaning  of  the  Bhashya  is  that  "  the  mere  fact  of  being  an  assertion 
is  not  a  ground  of  falsity,"— -not  knowing  this  fact,  and  only  bearing  in  mind  the 
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declaration  of  artificiality  and  non-artificiality  being  the  ground  oi 
correctness  and  incorrectness,  the  objector  has  said  "  Nanu  Sfim&nyato- 
drishtam,  $•<?." 

175.  "  Ka,  anyatvat "  can  be  no  refutation ;  becanse  a#  instance  is  an 
instance  only  for  reason  of  its  being  another  thing,  and  it  is  not  based 
upon  its  identity  with  the  Minor  Term. 

176-78.  Therefore  the  meaning  of  the  author  of  the  Bhashya  is 
now  explained :  Accepting  (for  the  sate  of  argument)  the  function  of 
the  Sentence  with  regard  to  the  Object,  this  is  what  the  Bhashya  means  : 
If  even  in  face  of  the  interruption  (by  the  cognition  of  the  speaker),  the 
ordinary  false  human  assertion  were  to  be  the  instance,  with  regard  to 
the  external  object;  even  then  the  Reason  would  be  ** too  wide, "  (i.e., 
applying  to  the  conclusion  to  be  proved,  as  well  as  to  its  contradictory 
proposition)  :  as  even  in  the  true  assertions  of  men,  we  find  the  character 
of  a  sentence ;  since  even  with  regard  to  sttpersensuous  objects  we  come 
across  true  assertions  that  may  have  been  uttered  at  random. 

179.  And  the  clause  "  Ma  anyatvat "  denotes  "  something  other  than 
the  declaration  of  the  Purvapakshi" :  /the  meaning  being  that)  this 
(your  argument)  is  different  from,  and  only  a  false  semblance  of,  what 
the  Pfrrvapakshi  takes  it  to  be.  Or  by  'anya5  may  be  meant  the 
*  "  Yipaksha  "  (that  wherein  the  Major  Term  never  resides,  t.e.,  the  conti%a- 
dictory  of  the  Major  Term). 

declaration, — that  "  that  which  is  artificial — t.e.,  composed  by  a  human  author— is  false 
on  account  of  the  presence  of  discrepancies  in  the  author,  and  that  which  is  inartificial 
t.e.y  not  due  to  human  agency — is  true,1  the  objector  has  put  forward  his  objection. 
The  Kagilta  explains  "  KvitaJcakritoka "  as  belonging  to  a  trustworthy  person  or  to 
an  untrustworthy  one.  But  the  translation  follows  the  interpretation,  of  the 
NyayaratnaTcara* 

115, The  difference  of  the  Minor  Term  from  the  Instance  is  only  proper.  In  the 
proof  of  the  falsity  of  the  Veda,  an  ordinary  assertion  has  been  cited  as  as  instance  ; 
and  the  difference  of  this  is  no  fault ;  as  it  is  only  proper  that  the  instance  should  be 
something  other  than  what  is  to  be  proved ;  and  the  "  Sapaksha  *'  is  that  which  has 
already  been  proved  to  be  concomitant  with  the  Minor  Term* 

114.18  Though  there  is  an  interruption  of  the  speaker's  cognition,  and  the  instances 
are  based  upon  the  nature  of  external  objects,  yet  the  reason — "  the  fact  of  being  an 
assertion  " — would  be  too  wide.  The  case  would  be  the  same,  even  if  the  reason  were 
stated  in  the  form — "  the  Veda  is  false,  because  being  a  sentence,  it  treats  of  super- 
sensuous  objects"  (thus  guarding  against  the  chance  of  the  trustfulness  of  human 
assertions,  which  can  never  be  absolutely  true,  with  regard  to  supersensuous  objects). 
For  instance,  when  one  man  says  "  There  is  no  Indra,"  another  may  say  "  Indra 
does  exist "  ;  and  one  of  these  must  be  false,  and  the  other  true. 

179  « Semblance,  $*c.  "—the  reasoning  is  fallacious,  because  of  the  middle  term 
being  too  wide  j  and  hence  your  argument  has  got  a  mere  semblance  of  reasoning ;  in 
reality,  it  is  totally  fallacious.  "  Vipaksha" — the  meaning  of  the  clause  is  that  your 
argument  is  not  valid,  because  your  middle  term — the  fact  of  being  a  human  assertion 
— resides  also  in  "  truth  "  which  is  the  contradictory  of  your  Minor  Premiss, 
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180.     Or  (it  may  mean)  that  "on  account  of  contradiction, 
belongs  to  tbat  (»,$.,  human,  assertion )  and  not  to  this,   (i.e.,  Tedic 
tion).f>     Or  that,  on  account  of  tbe  object  (of  human  assertions) 
something  else  (*.«.,  not  the  object  itself,  but  the  speakei^'s  notion 
regard  to  it),   there  is  non-concomitance   (of   your  Instance)   with 
Major  Term. 

181-182.    The  passage  u  Nalii  anyasja,  tfcc. "  means  that  the  falsity 
one  thing  does  not  constitute  the  falsity  of  another  :  because  the  desire 
speak  is  related  to  a  false  Object,  that  is  no  reason  why  the  same 
should  attach  to  the  Sentence  also   (for  certainly,  the  fact  of 
being  dark  cannot  prove  Yajnadatta  also  to  be  dark,  as  in  such  an 
ment)  the  fact  it/  being  a  man  put  in  as  the  Middle  Term  is  an  instan  <^€ 
of  the  "  Width'1  (of  the  Reason). 

182.  Or,  on   account  of   the  argument  of   the   Purvapakshi 
utterly  fallacious,  na  auyatv&t  may  be  taken  as  signifying  its  futility 
duplicity). 

183.  Or  again,  iliefaet  of  being  something  else  may  be  taken  as  Inyi  t"»^T 
down  an  argument  in  favour  of  authenticity.     And  (if  this  argument 
equal  in  strength  to  that  urged  by  the  Purvapakshi,  then  his 

comes  to  be)  concomitant  with  its  contradictory,  i.e.,  the  conclusion 
atbyus;  or  (if  our  argument  happens  to  be  stronger  than  his,  then 
argument)   is  set  a  side  by  means  of  Inference,  (i.e.,  the  Inferential 
ment  urged  below). 

184.  (1)  The  conception  produced  by  the  Veda,  is  authentic, 

it  is  brought  about  by  faultless  means, — like  the   conceptions  produced, 

BO  "  Non-concomitance "— The  object  of  all  Iranian  assertion  is  the  speaker's 
cognition  with  regard  to  certain  objects ;  and  as,  in  this  connection,  a  hnman  asse  XT- 
tion  is  always  true,  therefore  it  cannot  be  cited  as  an  instance  of  falsity. 

1*1  The  Inferential  argument  having  "  sentence  **  for  its  middle  term,  has,  for  its 
object,  either  a  desire  to  speak,  or  the  speaker's  cognition  with  regard  to  the  objoofc 
in  question.  On  the  other  hand,  the  argument  based  upon  the  "  desire  to  apeak  **  aa 
the  Midde  Term,  has  for  its  Object,  the  object  itself;  consequently  the  falsity  of  any 
one  of  these  cannot  lead  to  the  falsity  of  another,  as  their  objects  are  tofca-llv 
different. 

IBS  «  Devadatta  is  black,  therefore  Yajnadafcta  must  also  be  black,-  becanse  bofclx 

are  men.*1     Here,  the  Middle  Term  is  too  wide,  as  all  men  are  not  black,    *'  Futility  '* 

literally  "  Yikalpasama "  means  the  proving  of  the  duplicate  character  of  the  <trgum&n& 
(which   really  proves  nothing   definitely).     It  consists  in   the  fact  of  showing    fcti© 
duplicate  nature  o!  the  characterestic«  of  tbe  Major  Term  (which  is  to  beprove<3.} 
through  the  finding  of   a  new  characterestic  of   the  Middle  Term.    This    is  tiro,  a 
explained   in  the  KSrika  :  "  Assertions  are  also  fonnd  to  be  other  than  human,— /*., 
assertions  in  the  Vedaj  and  some  again  are  human?   thus  then,  there  being 
duplicity  in  the  character  of  the  Middle  Term  (the  fact  of  being  an  assertion), 
naturally   arises  a  doubt  as  to  the  falsifcj  or  truth  ox-  the  proposition  you  seek 
prove.** 

*8*  The  author  now  formulates  his  own  arguments* 
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cither  hy  a  correct  Premiss,  or  by  the  assertion  of  a  trustworthy  person, 
or  by  direct  Sense-perception. 

185.  (2)  And    again,    (the    conception    produced    by  the  Yeda  is 
authentic)  ;  firstly,  because  it  is  produced  by  an  assertion  which  does  not 
proceed  from  an  unreliable  source  ;  and  secondly,  because  it  is  free  from  all 
contradiction  either  in  time  or  place, — like  the  conception  produced  by 
the  assertion  of  a  trustworthy  person. 

186.  The  applicability  of  these  reasons  (faultlessness  and   the  fact  of 
not  "being  composed  by  an  untrustworthy  author  as  applying  to  the  Veda) 
will  be  proved  by  the  well-established  fact  of  the  Veda  not  proceeding 
from  an  author.    It  was  with  all  these  ideas  in  view,  that  the  author  of 
the  Bhashya  said  "  Na,  anyatvat." 

187.  The  clause   "  pratyakshastu,  &c.,"    (in  the- Bhashya)  may  be 
taken  to  indicate  either  strength  (firmness),  or  precedence,  or  self-evidence,  or 
inauthenticity  through  a  foreign  source. 

188.  If,  however,  falsity  be  said  to  consist  only  in  non-conception,  in  the 
absence  of  the  other  two  forms  (of  falsity — viz.,  doubt  and  mistaken  concep- 
tion), then  (verbal  conception)  would  be  a  "perception"  for  others  (the 
Bauddhas) ;  though  to  us  (Mlmansakas)   it  is  got  at  through  Inference 
alone. 

189.  Just  as  your  argument  would  prove  inauthenticity,  so,  in  the 
flame  manner  would  it  serve  to  prove  that  inauthenticity  to  be  due  to  some 
extraneous  invalidating  cause. 

190.  The  mention  in  the  concluding  passage   (of  the  Bhashya)   of 

1*1  Though  the  conception  got  at  through  the  Yeda  is  not  direct  Sense-percep- 
tion, yet  it  is  similar  to  such  perception,  in  that  it  is  firm,  precedes  inferential 
knowledge)  is  self-evident,  and  owes  its  occasional  falsity  to  some  foreign  cause ;  and 
as  such,  it  could,  by  implication,  be  called  "  Perception.1' 

18)  The  Bnddhists  hold  cognition  and  non-cognition  to  ba  perceptible;  and 
Doubt  and  Misconception  hare  already  been  proved  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  Veda, 
Therefore  the  only  ground  that  oonld  be  urged  against  the  .authenticity  .of  tha  Yeda 
would  be  "  non-conception  "  (want  of  conceptions,  through  Vedic  sentences).  And  as 
this  is  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  according  to  the  Buddhists,  it  is  not  improper,  in 
their  minds,  to  declare  Vedid  conceptions  to  be  "Perceptions";  though  for  the 
MimSnsaka,  it  is  a  case  of  Inferential  knowledge ;  and  it  is,  in  accordance  with  this, 
that  the  Bhashya  has  been  interp retted  as  above. 

18*  The  Kfyik&  thus  explains:  "You  seek  to  prove  the  inaufchentioity  of  the 
Veda,  on  the  ground  of  its  similarity  with  ordinary  human  assertions.  As  such,  whafc 
would  be  right  for  you  to  say  is  that  '  the  iuauthentioity  of  the  Veda  must  be  of  the 
same  nature  as  that  of  ordinary  human  assertions.'  And  in  that  case,  we  know  that 
ordinary  human  assertions  are  proved  to  be"  false  only  by  certain  invalidating  causes ; 
and  consequently  the  falsity  of  the  Veda  too  must  be  based  upon  similar  causes. 
But,  in  the  case  of  the  Veda,  we  do  not  find  any  such  invalidating  cause  j  therefore 
it  cannot  but  be  authentic." 

WO  The   sentence   whiofc    closes  the  consideration  of    the  knowledge    of   Duty 
being  due  to  the  Veda    alone:    " Codanalakshano'rfchah   JJrSyaskarah,"— where   the 
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"  prSyaskara  "  (producing  bliss)  with  regard  to  Duty,  is  tvith  a  view  to 
laying  down  the  full  significance  of  the  word  *  Duty.* 

191.  "  Bliss "   (CrSyaJi)  is  man's  happiness ;  and  as  this  is   to  be 
accomplished  by  means  of  the  Materials,  Auxilliaries  and  Actions,  as  laid 
down  in  the  Veda, — therefore  it  is  to  these  (Materials,  &c.),  alone  that  the 
character  of  "  Duty  "  can  be  rightly  said  to  belong. 

192.  One  who  performs  sacrifices   comes  to  be  called  "  Dharmika  " 
("  Dutiful "  or  Pious),  by  people  who  know  nought  of  anything  else  (such 
as  Apurva  and  the  like)  as  resulting  from  such  sacrifices, — which  (name, 
"Dharmika")  we  understand  as  being  due  solely  to  his  connection  with 
the  sacrifices. 

193-94.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  (acquiring  of)  cattle,  Ac.,  is  found 
to  result  from  the  performance  of  "Duty  "  (Sacrifice) ;  and  these  results 
are  also  said  to  proceed  from  the  "  Citra  "  sacrifice,  as  well  as  from  the 
"milking  vessel,  &c."  (Auxiliary)  ;  therefore  it  is  to  these  (latter)  also 
that  the  character  of  '  Duty  '  is  said  to  belong. 

194.  Because  of  the  mention  of  the  word  "  Dharmani  M  (we  infer 
that)  the  word  "  Dharma/*  as  freed  from  the  (marks  of)  Gender  and 
Kumber,  serves  as  an  instance  (in  the  Argument) . 

195-96.  We  do  not  find  the  word  'Duty*  used  in  either  of  the 
following  senses: — (1)  that  of  a  particular  function  of  the  internal 
organ  (the  Sankhya  Doctrine),  (2)  that  of  a  peculiar  mental  impression 
(unconsciously  left  thereon  by  good  or  bad  actions — the  Bauddha  doctrine), 

(3)  that  of  the  "  Body  of  Virtue."  ("  Punya-pudgala  " — the  Jaina  doctrine), 

(4)  that  of    "a  specific    property    of    the"  person*'    (the    Vai$Sshika 
doctrine),  or  (5)  that  of  "Apurva"  (a  peculiar  unseen  force,  in  the  shape 
of  *  fate,*  <fcc.,  postulated  by  a  scion  of  the  MimSnsakas). 

question  arises— why  should  the  Bhishya,  substitute  the  word  "  Greyaskarah M  for 
"Bharmah»P 

Ml  "(Jreyaakarah"— that  which  brings  about  '£JrgyaV  happiness.  And  happi- 
ness is  seen  to  be  got  at  by  means  of  the  materials  laid  down  in  the  Yeda  j  therefore 
these  alone  constitute  Duty.  By  "  materials  °  here  is  meant  sacrifice  w  general. 

191  « Jtny  other  thing  *o  be  accomplished  "—in  the  shape  of  Apurra  and  the  like 
(postulated  by  others),  of  which  ordinary  people  know  nothing. 

198.94  We  know  the  acquiring  of  cattle,  Ac.,  as  following  from  the  performance 
ol  Duty;  and  the  Veda  asserts  these  to  follow  from  sacrifices;  e.g.t  the  "Citrl" 
sacrifice  has  been  laid  down  for  one  who  desires  cattle ;  and  the  fetching  of  Soma  in 
the  milking  vessel  is  also  enjoined  for  the  same  purpose.  So  it  comes  to  be  implied 
that  Duty  consists  of  Sacrifices  as  well  as  their  Auxiliaries. 

19*  The  Vedio.  passage— «  Tajnena  yajnamayajanta  devtetSni  dharma*it  frc»— 
shows  the  identity  of  "Sacrifice"  with  "  Dnty."  The  difference  of  Gender  and 
Number  («  Yajnam f  being  in  the  Masculine  Singalar,  and  *  Dharmani  *  in  Neuter  Plural) 
is  only  a  "Vedic  anomaly. 

19UW  « Punya-pudgala»—iB  the  atomic  body  which  forms  the  future  body  of  the 
virtuous  person.    The  compound   "  apurrajanmani f|   is  expounded    as  « na 
yasya" —  that  which  is  not  brought  about  be/or*  (an  action ). 
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196.  Nov  can  these  (aforesaid  function  of  the  internal  organ,  ^-K,^e 
ever  recognisecUby  means  of  the  Yeda,  <fcc.,  as  being  the  means  of'^fhe 
accomplishment  of)  the  ends  of  man. 

197.  ETor  can  we  recognise  the  u  Apnrva,"  —  as  anything  differ?e|t 
from  *  Heaven  '   and  '  Sacrifice,1—  either  in  the  shape   of  the  means  (lite 
Sacrifice)  or  of  the  end  (like  Heaven),  or  in  any  form  other  than  these. 

198.  On  the  other  hand,  we  would  be  landed  npon  the  absurdity  pf 
rejecting  a  thing  mentioned  in  the  Veda,  and  assuming  something  never 
heard  of  (therein),  —  if  we  were  to  assume  the  "Apurva"   to  be  identical 
with  these   (Sacrifice  and  Heaven),     And  lastly,  if  it  were  unlike  both  of 
these,  it  could  have  no  form  at  all. 

199.  Therefore  the  "  Apnrva  "  must  be  accepted  as  being  only  a 
peculiar  form  of  energy  (or  capacity)  —  tying  latent  either  in  (the  means) 
Sacrifice,  <fcc.,  while  they  are  functioning  towords  their  ends,  —  or  in  (the 
ends  themselves)  the  Cattle,  Ac.,  while  these  are  undergoing  the  process  of 
origination  (or  birth)  . 

200.  Inasmuch  as  the  capabilities  of  objects  are  not  denotable  by 
names  in  the  abstract,  the  "  Apurva  "  (which  has  been  shown  to  be  the 
capability  of  certain  objects)  cannot  be  said  to  be  signified  by  the  word 
"  Dtarma." 

201.  "  The  word  *  Codana  '  has  been  known,  in  the  first  instance, 


$*c"  —  including  alao  the  scriptures  of  the  Buddhists,  wherein  what 
has  been  enjoined  as  Duty  is  only  the  bowing  to  the  Caitya,  which  is  an  action,  and 
not  a  mental  impression. 

tt3  By  assuming  the  Apurva  to  be  either  the  end  or  the  means,  we  would  be 
rejecting  the  declaration,  of  the  Yeda,  wherein  Heaven  and  Sacrifice  hare  been  dis- 
tinctly laid  down  as  the  end  and  means  respectively. 

MW  The  Apurva  is  only  a  peculiar  form  of  the  energy  of  the  means  or  of  the  end, 
existing  in  the  form  of  a  sprout,  to  burst  out  in  time  into  the  full  grown  tree  of 
the  Result  in  its  entirety.  And  so,  by  postulating  suoh  an  Apurva,  we  sail  clear 
of  the  necessity  of  assuming  anything  other  than  the  Sacrifice  or  Heaven,  and  also 
of  the  chance  of  being  open  to  the  objection  urged  against  us—  that  the  Sacrifice 
having  been  destroyed  (on  completion)  at  the  present  time,  how  could-  it  bring  about 
the  result  at  a  distant  future  time,  unless  we  assumed  an  "  Apurva  "  apart  from,  the 
Sacrifice  itself.  The  theory  here  propounded  is  that  the  Apurva  is  a  sprout-like 
capability  produced  in  one  of  the  two,  —  *>.,  either  in  the  means  or  in  the  end  —  which 
may  be  assumed  to  be  undergoing  a  process  of  incubation  during  the  time  that  the 
Result  has  not  appeared.  This  will  be  explained  in  detail  in  the  "  Apiirvadhikarana  " 
of  the  Second  Adhyaya. 

*W  The  '  faculties  *  are  spoken  of  as  "Faculties,1'  "Power,"  "Energy,"  Ac., 
and  not  by  the  name  of  any  particular  object.  And  *'  Apurva  ""  having  been  proved 
to  be  a  "faculty"  of  the  sacrifice,  it  cannot  be  spoken  of  as  "Dharma,"  which  is  a 
name  of  the  Sacrifice  itself. 

*Ql  The  next  nine  Karikas  raise  various  objections  against  the  following^  ^passage 
in  the  Bhashya:  "  ubhayamiha  codanayd  lakshyate,  &c«,  &c."  "How  can,  ^*A/«  as  the 
counter  -instance  should  be  waging  in  only  on©  of  the  necess&ry  differentials  $  in  the 
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to  apply  to  positive  injunctions  alone ;  and  as  a  '  Slaughter '  is  not  of  tLat 
kind,  how  can  it  serve  as  a  counter-instance  "  P 

202.  "  *  Syena  f  and  the  like  are  here  (in  the  Bhashya)  spoken  of  as 
authorised  by  the  Veda ;  and  then,  in  the  absence  of  any  prohibition 
thereof,  how  can  these  be  said  to  be  sinful f>  ? 

80S.  fl  Though  ttiBrw  may  be  a  prohibition  with  regard  to  a  subject 
referred  to  by  a  positive  injunction,  yet  we  do  not  apprehend  any  sinfulness 
in  connection  with  such  subjects, — as  in  the  case  of  the  thodasigrahana." 

204.  "  Having  said  that '  the  8y9na  is  authorised  by  the  Veda,'  it 
would  be  a  self-contradiction  to  assert  that  'it  is  prohibited/    And   again, 
while  considering  the  injunction   of  the   SySna,   <fec.,   it  is  not  right  to 
introduce  the  consideration  of  '  Slaughter  '  in  general." 

205.  " Because   Slaughter  is  only  a  resultant  of  these  (sacrifices), 
differing  from  them  in  its  most  essential  feature ;  inasmuch  as  it   consists 
entirely  of  the  destroying  of  life,  while  the  '  pySna  '  sacrifice  is  something 
entirely  different,  like  the  sword  (which  also  helps  in  the  killing)." 

206.  "  The  assumption  of  advice  too  is  not  proper  with  regard  to 
a  subject  which  is  not  fit  for  an  injunction.     And  again  if  '  fySna, '  &c.,  be 
not  said  to  form  the  objects  of  injunctions,  what  else  could  "  ? 

207.  "  It  is  a  universal  rule  that  *  injunctions  refer  to  two  factors  of 
a  Bhavana  (i.e.,  the  means  and  the  process),'-* and  this  rule  would  be 
contradicted  (if  the  character  of  Injunction  be  denied  to  the  '  Sy§na')." 

207-208.  "The  Jyotishtoma  and  others  too  that  are  held  to  be 
'  Bharma,'  would  cease  to  be  so ;  because  these  are  also  accompanied  by 
'  Slaughter '  (of  the  sacrificial  animals).  NOT  can  an  object,  which  is  not 
enjoined,  form  part  either  of  the  result  or  the  means  of  an  action.1' 

present  instance  of  the  *  <?y8na,  "  however,  it  it  neither  "  Codanllakshaua,"  nor  an 
"  Artha." 

*08  Just  as  we  hare  an  affirmative  injunction  "  Shodafinam  grihnati, *— and 
then  again  its  negation— "na  sho4acinam  grihnati,"— where  the  latter  negation  only 
serves  to  preclude  the  holding  of  the  Shodaci  vessels  $  and  in  no  case  can  it  imply  that 
such  holding  would  constitute  a  *ro.  Similarly,  in  the  case  in  question,  slaughter  (in 
the  «  gySna")  is  enjoined,  while  alauffhtw  (in  general)  is  prohibited  ;  where  this  latter 
would  only  preclude  the  slaughter  from  tho  sacrifice,  and  cannot  imply  its  sinfulness. 

*06  As  the  sword  by  which  the  animal  is  killed  is ^not  "*laughtert"  so  also  the 
n<Jy5na"  (which  brings  about  the  death  of  the  enemy)  cannot,  in  itself,  be  called 
"  slaughter." 

*>i  Thia  refers  to  the  passage—" tasyayamalhyupSyah  iti  ttshamupadifah" 
Could  not  le  «aid"— even  in  the  face  of  such  direct  injunctions  as  "  OySnina 
»  ^ 


"Would  I*  contradicted"—**.,  if  the  "  $Jy6na  "  (which  is  the  means  of  killing 
*n  enemy)  were  denied  to  be  the  object  of  injunction,  then  the  universal  rule  would  be 
contradicted,  and  would  give  rise  to  the  absurdity  noted  in  the  following  KSrika,— 
"  Jyofcishtoma,"  Ac.,  also  being  only  the  means  to  the  attainment  of  Heaven,  &o. 

§01.108  For  can,  ^<?."-~ If  "pygna,"  Ac.,  were  not  the  objects  enjoined,  then  they 
could,  in  no  case,  form  the  necessary  constituents  of  either  their  results  or  means. 
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209.  "  That  which  has  been  laid  down  as   the  means  cannot  be 
denied  to  be  the  object  of  the  Injunction  j  because  either  in  the  Veda, 
or  in  ordinary  experience,  it  is  not  desirable  for  any  action  to  be  enjoined 
merely  as  a  result." 

210.  On  account  of  these  arguments,  we  must  conclude  that  what 
is  meant  by  the  Bhashya  is  only  an  explanation  of  the  signification  of  the 
word  "  Artha,"  (as  detailed  below). 

210-11.  Either  in  the  case  of  activity  towards,  or  cessation  from,  (a 
certain  course  of  action),  the  conception,  resulting  from  the  hearing  of  the  word, 
is  "  Oodana  "  —  this  general  definition  (of  *'  Codana  ")  was  in  the  mind 
of  the  author  of  the  Bhashya.  The  mention  of  the  character  of  enjoining 
positive  activity  (in  the  Bhashya)  may  be  explained  as  only  citing  an 
example  (of  Codana). 

212.  For    if    ("  Codana  "   were)    restricted    to  the  injunction    of 
positive  activity  alone,   then  the   subsequent   explanations   of  the  word 
*  Artha'   could  not   be  explained  (as  proved  by  the  above    objections). 
Or  again,  the  mention  of  the  Injunction  of  positive  activity  may  be  due  to 
the  occurrence  (in  the  Sutra)  of  the  word  "  Artha,"   (which   seems   to 
restrict  the  definition  to  positive  Injunctions). 

213.  Or  the   definition   ("  pravartakam  vakyam  Codana  ")   may  be 
explained  as  refering  only  to  such  "  Codana  "   as  forms  the  authori  ty 
for  Duty. 

213-214.  Such  being  the  case,  the  comprehension  of  the  objects  of 
positive  injunctions  as  leading  to  merit,  would  be  derived  from  Positive 
Injunctions;  and  the  ascertainment  of  tbe  fact  of  the  prohibited  objects 
being  sinful,  would  be  got  at  through  the  Prohibitory  Injunctions.  Thus 
then  by  the  mention  of  "  Arfcha  "  (in  the  Sutra)  what  is  meant  is  that  the 


*iO  By  this  and  the  few  following  KSrlkaa,  the  VSrtika  meets  the  above 
objections.  "  T/ius,"—  i.e.,  as  the  meaning  of  the  Bhashya  is  as  explained  below?  and 
ib  oannofc  be  taken  literally. 

»1«  °  Occurrence  of  the  word  «  artha,'  "—  1'.«.,  because  in  the  aphorism,  the  word 
'Codana11  occurs  together  with  the  word  "Artha  "I  and  that  which  is  an  ArtJta 
(positive  virtue)  is  always  an  object  of  positive  injunction. 

*18  Positive  Injunction  is  the  sole  authority  of  "  Dnfcy  '*  ;  and  as  it  is  "  Duty  " 
alone  that  has  been  defined  in  the  aphorism,  the  Bhashya  takes  up  the  consideration 
of  only  the  positive  form  of  Codana  (and  leaves  off  the  negative  form,  as  not 
appertaining  to  the  definition  of  "Duty"),-  hence  the  Bhashya—  u  Pravartakam 
vakyam  Codana." 

2l».8l4  Granted  that  Codana  refers  both  to  Positive  Injunctions  and  Prohibitions. 
Even  then,  the  fact  of  the  "  Agnishtoma,  "  &o.  (which  are  objects  of  positive  injunc- 
tions) leading  to  Merit,  would  be  got  at,  through  positive  injunctions  alone  j  just  as 
the  faofc  of  "  Brahmana-slaughter  "  (which  is  an  object  of  Prohibition)  being  the 
cause  of  demerit  (and  thereby  being  sinful)  will  be  got  at  through  the  Prohibitory 
Injunctions.  Thus  then  the  Positive  Injunctions  treat  of  the  cause  of  Merit  (Artha), 
and  the  Prohibitory  ones  of  the  cause  of  demerit  or  sin  (Auartha). 


character  of  "Dharma"  (Duty)  belongs  only  to  the  object  possitively 
enjoined. 

, ,  ,215.  And  the  sinful  character  of  the  prohibited  action  is  got  at 
indirectly  by  implication,  and  is  not  mentioned  directly  in  the  Siifcra. 

. .?,:,  215-216,  Therefore  (in  the  passage  "Ubhayam  Ma  Godanayft 
laJestyate")  the  word  "Ubhayam"  (both)  would  refer  to  two  groups  of 
actions,  represented  each  by  the  performance  of  sacrifices,  and  the  killing 
of  a  Brd,hmanat  which,  form  the  objects  of  Injunction  and  Prohibition, 
respectively. 

216-218.  Though  the  "  fye*na  "  is  also  an  object  of  positive  Injunc- 
tions, and  its  resulb  too  (the  death  of  the  enemy)  is"  a  desirable  one, — 
yet  a  sinful  character  is  attributed  to  it  indirectly,  through  (the  character 
of)  its  results.  This  will  be  made  clear  by  the^  clauses,  "  Pratishiddhft 
hi  s&"  "  Hinsahi  s&  "  and  "  Nabhicar$t,"  If  however  -the  sinful  character 
of  the  t  fyena/  belonged  to  its  own  form,  then  the  subsequent  passages 
(BLinsa  hi  sa,  &c.),  would  become  incompatible, 

219.  Because  the  fyena  having  been  once  positively  enjoined,  a 
prohibition  can  hardly  be  applicable  to  it  directly. 

219-220.  If  however  the  word  "  Oodana  "  were  restricted  to  posi- 
tive Injunctions  alone,  then  the  passage  "  Ubhayam,  &c,,"  would  have  to 
he  taken  to)  refer  to  the  Means  and  the  Result. 

220-221.  The  (causal)  relation  between  the  Means  and  the  Result, 
having  been  established  by  the  Positive  Injuntion,  both  of  these  would 
form  the  objects  of  Indication  (i.e*,  by  the  mention  of  the  relation  between 
the  two,  the  two  themselves  would  become  indicated). 

221*222.  There  are  two  sorts  of  results  following  from  the  per- 
formance of  sacrifices  (and  these  are  mentioned  in  the  Bhashya  by  the 


»1«.1T  Though  "  9y5na "  and  the  rest  are.  not,  in  themselves,  sinful,  for  reasons 
shown  above,  yet  a  sinful  character  is  attributed  to  them,  second-hand,  on  account  of 
the  sinful  character  of  their  results.  ("TJpaoara"  is  secondary,  indirect  or  figura- 
tive application).  As  the  character  of  the  cause  transfers  itself  to  the  effect,  and 
vice  verad,  therefore  the  sinful  character  of  the  Result  (killing)  transfers  itself  to  the 
cause  (the  "Qyena"  sacrifice).  Because  the  mention  of  the  fact  of  its  being  "prohi- 
bited" cannot  directly  refer  to  the  **  £Jy5na,"  which  is  not  prohibited,  we  must 
accept  the  Result  alone  as  the  direct  object  of  prohibition.  All  the  clauses  quoted 
point  to  the  fact  that  the  Bhashya  only  means  to  apply  sinfulness  to  the  Results. 
For  that  which  is  declared  to  be  sinful  is  the  "  slaughter/1  and  certainly  the  "  $Jyena  '* 
is  not  "slaughter,"  but  only  a  cause  that  brings  about  "slaughter"  as  its  Result. 
Therefore,  the  assertion  that  "  slaughter  is  sinful  '*  can  be  made  to  attribute  sinfulness 
to  the  "  (Jyena,"  only  indirectly — through  the  relation  of  Cause  and  Effect. 

*19  it  is  only  the  Result  that  is  the  direct  object  of  prohibition,  which  can  apply 
to  "  <Jyena "  only  indirectly ;  and  then  too,  only  on  account  of  the  sinf ulness  of  its 
Results. 

W9.W  The.  meaning  of  the  Bhnshya  being  <(  Both— the  means  and  the  end — 
constitute  the  Oodana." 
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Words  "  Artka  "  and  "  Anartha  ")*  "Heaven"  and  the  like  (i.e., 
are  got  at,  without  trespassing  on  any  prohibition  ;  while  "  slaughter  " 
and  the  like  (i.e.,  Anartha)  are  accomplished  only  hy  trespassing  upon 
prohibitions  contained  elsewhere  in  the  scriptures. 

222-223.  The  cognition  of  the  Bhavana  does  not  «'«nrt  to  lay  down 
the  Result,  —  as  we  shall  explain  later  on,  and  as  "Jaimini  haTs  also 
declared  that  "the  object  of  desire  is  got  at  per  Indication,  and  not 
directly  from  the  Injunction/' 

223-225.  Thus  then,  though  the  prohibition  of  "killing"  (which 
forms  part  of  the  result),  —  understood  to  have  a  general  application,  and 
not  set  aside  by  the  Positive  Injunction,  —  would  signify  the  fact  of  (the 
"fy§na")  leading  to  sin,  yet  the  form  proper  of  the  "fyena"  itself 
could  not  be  sinful,  the  sinf  ulness  attaching  only  to  its  result  (killing). 

225-226.  The  objector  however,  thinking  the  Result  also  to  form  the 
object  of  Injunction,  —  on  account  of  its  (the  Result)  being  included  in 
the  Bhavana,—  has  taken  exception  to  the  fact  of  the  sinful  ("  pye"na") 
being  enjoined  as  a  Duty. 

226-227.  The  clause  "  Naiva  "  however  serves  to  set  aside  the  idea 
of  the  Result  forming  an  object  of  Injunction.  "  What  then  would  be 


Tfre  result  does  not,  #*c.  "—This  anticipates  the  following  objection : 
ct Slaughter  is  enjoined  in  the  Injunction  * Qyenendbhicaran  Yajita'  and  as  such 
how  can  it  be  said  to  be  prohibited"  P  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  as  above 
explained,  the  operation  of  the  Injunction  does  not  extend  to  the  Eeault  j  and,  in  the 
present  case,  *  slaughter1  is  only  the  Result  of  the  "  (Jyena  "  sacrifice. 

"  We  shall  explain,"  fa*,  in  the  Karika— "Udde&cca  $halatwena,  &c.,  &0."  The 
same  fact  is  also  implied  in  tho  Bhashya  "  janatyevamasau  maya  Jcartavyam" — (He 
knows  what  is  to  be  accomplished  by  him — i.e.,  the  Result) —  "  wpayantu  na  t?eda"  (He 
knows  not  the  means  whereby  it  is  to  be  accomplished) — ,  and  it  is  this  means  that 
ia  enjoined  in  the  Injunction  *  (Jyenenabhicharan  Yaffia." 

*&8-8l  Though  the  positive  Injunction — "  (Jyenenabhicaran  Yajeta "  enjoins  the 
"  Qyena"  sacrifice,  yet  it  does  not  set  aside  the  prohibition  of  "  slaughter  "—proceeding 
from  the  sacrifice.  The  construction  of  the  Bhashya  would  be  explained  in  the 
following  manner :  "  Both  -the  Result  and  the  Means  are  indicated  by  the  Godana ; 
the  Result  again  is  of  two  kinds— meritorious  and  sinful.  In  the  question— what  is 
*  Artha '  ? — the  word  '  Artha  *  refers  to  the  means  leading  to  a  meritorious  Result — the 
'  Jyotistoma,'  Ac.,  being  such  means.  In  the  question — what  is  *  Anartha '  ? — we  must 
apply  the  word  'Anarbha*  to  the  form  of  the  sinful  Result,  making  'Qyenddih  *•*%}& 
Result  of  the  "  9y§n^  "  sacrifice,  Ac., — viz  :  *  slaughter.*  Thus  then  the  means  leading 
to  a  meritorious  Result  is  Dharma,  and  the  sinful  ends — *  slaughter '  and  the  like — 
come  to  be  Adharma ;  while  the  means  leading  to  such  sinful  ends  are  neither  Dharma 
nor  Adharma. 

WB.86  The  objector  is  made  to  say  (in  the  Bhashya) — "  Kathampunaranarthah 
kartavyatayopodicjate," — this  objection  being  based  upon  the  misconception  that  the 
Result  forms  a  constituent  part  of  the  Injunction.  The  fact  however  is  that  the  Result 
is  not  what  is  enjoined;  and  as  such,  the  Injunction  of  the  "(Jyena"  sacrifice  cannot 
be  taken  as  enjoining  *  Slaughter/  which  is  distinctly  sinful. 


ike  object  of  the  Injunction  in  question  "  ?  The  Bhashya  replies  :  " 
and  the  other  sacrifices.*' 

227-228.  In  the  question  as  well  as  in  the  reply,  the  affix  "tavya  " 
(in  4i  Kartavyataya  ")  is  used  in  the  sense  of  "  Injunction,"  and  not  in 
the  sense  of  the  "  Eesult ;  "•  because  this  latter  sense  would  not  serve 
any  purpose  in  either  case  (question  or  answer). 

228-229.  Becauso  the  character  of  the  Eesult  is  also  held  to  belong 
to  what  is  sinful,  and  (as  such)  not  enj oined ;  and  that  which  is  enjoined 
is  always  accepted  as  being  meritorious,  even  when  it  does  not  bear  the 
character  of  the  Eesult. 

229-230.  By  interpreting  the  patri-affir  (in  "  Abhicaran ")  as 
signifying  'a  distinctive  mark  or  attribute/  and  by  speaking  of  the 
prescriptions  of  the  "  pyena,"  &c.,  the  author  of  the  Bhashya  clearly 
explains  what  he  means;  otherwise  (if  the  explanation  of  the  Bhashya 
were  rejected)  there  could  be  no  ground  for  the  injunction  of  such 
sacrifices. 

230-331.  The  word  'adi'  in  (Qy&Mdayah,)  would  denote  the  fact  of 
the  process  (of  the  "Qyena")  also  forming  an  object  of  the  Injunction ; 
therefore  it  must  be  only  that  form  of  sanctioned  "  killing,"  which  forms 
part  of  the  Result,  that  is  prohibited. 

231-232.  Those  people  that  apply  prohibition  also  to  the  "killing" 
occurring  in  the  other  two  factors  (of  the  BhavanS  :  ufo.,  the  means  and 

M8.W  The  drinking  of  wine  is  also  a  sinful  result,  but  as  this  is  not  enjoined,  it 
cannot  be  the  ground  of  the  above  objection.  And  again,  since  the  "  Milking  Vessel " 
which  has  been  enjoined,  and  as  such,  constitutes  Merit,  it  is  only  the  setting  aside 
of  the  fact  of  its  being  enjoined,  that  one — who  would  seek  to  prove  its  sinful 
character — should  attempt ;  and  not  the  setting  aside  of  the  Result. 

W9.W  «  HOW  is  it  concluded  that  by  naiva  the  Bhashya  means  to  negative  the 
injunction  of  anything  that  is  sinful "  ?  The  Bhashya  explains  the  Present  Participle 
Affix  in  *  AbUcaran  *  as  signifying  "  distinctive  feature,"— the  meaning  of  the  word 
being,  "  one  who  is  characterised  by  a  desire  to  kill "  ;  and  doubtless,  this  distinctive 
characteristic  does  not  stand  in  need  of  a  Vedic  Injunction ;  therefore  "  Slaughter  " 
cannot  be  an  object  of  Injunction.  And  again,  the  Bhashya  says—"  tSshamupaddcah, 
Ac."  (the  prescription  of  these— "  ?ye"na,"  &c.)  ;  whereby  it  is  shown  that  what  is 
meant  to  be  proved  by  the  foregoing  sentences  is  the  setting  aside  of  the  idea  of  the 
Hesult  forming  the  object  of  In  junction  j — and  nofc  the  negation  of  the  fact  of 
"  <?ye*ua,"  &e,,  being  enjoined,  because  the  Veda  cannot  reasonably  prescribe  anything 
that  has  not  been  enjoined. 

880.81  "  Vedic  billing,"  i.e.,  that  form  of  killing  which  happens  to  be  mentioned 
in  the  Veda. 

ttl-M  Some  people  (the  Sankhyas,  f.  i.)  apply  the  prohibition  of  '  Slaughter  *  also 
to  such  tilling  as  occurs  in  the  Means  and  the  Process  of  positively  meritorious 
sacrifices,  like  the  "  Jyotishtoma,  "  &c.,  which  they  thereby  seek  to  prove  to  be  sinful. 
This  is  to  be  set  aside  by  the  two  aphorisms  quoted,  The  meaning  of  the  first 
aphorism  ia  this  :  "  It  is  laid  down  as  a  general  rule  that  all  libations  are  to  be  poured 
into  the  Ahavamya  Fire  j  and  in  regard  to  the  "  Soma"  sacrifice  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
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the  process),— are  met     by  the  Sutras  "  Avi9§shena  Yacchastram "    and 
"  Yacanadva  Qirovat  py^t "  (vi-vi-2). 

232-233.  Then  again  an  action  which  is  not  directly  obstructed  by 
a  prohibition,  cannot  be  sinful  And,  (such  sinful  character  not  being 
amenable  to  Sense- Perception  and  the  other  means  of  right  notion )  any 
assumptions  to  that  effect,  would  be  groundless.  For  we  do  not  perceive 
any  fault  (evil)  in  the  (sacrificial)  slaughter,  during  the  time  that  it  is 
being  done. 

234  Even  with  regard  to  the  Slaughter  that  does  not  form  part  of 
the  sacrifice,  the  disgust  that  we  feel  is  only  based  upon  the  prohibitive 
scriptural  texts  (which  we  do  not  find  in  the  case  of  the  Sacrificial 
killing). 

234-235.  The  fact  that  we  perceive  the  pain  of  the  slaughtered  animal 
could  not  lead  to  the  inference  of  such  pain  reverting  to  the  agent  ( the 
killer,  in  his  future  birth).  Because  such  Inference  is  contradicted  by 
facts  occurring  during  the  process  of  killing. 

"235-236.  The  form  of  such  Inference  would  be  "  Slaughter  produces 
for  the  slaughterer,  after  his  death,  results  similar  to  those  that  happen 
to  the  animal  killed; — because  it  (slaughter)  is  an  action,— like  Charity 
in  accordance  with  the  Scriptures." 

236-237.  He  who  would  say  this,  would  be  contradicted  by  such 
contrary  instances,  as,  intercourse  with  the  preceptor's  wife  or  the  drinking 
of  wine  (which  are  admittedly  sinful). 


special  rale  that  the  libations  are  to  be  poured  iute  the  Fire  prepared  in  a  place  where 
the  seventh  step  of  the  cow  (which  is  paid  as  the  price  of  the  Soma  used)  happens 
to  fall  5  and  in  this  particular  case,  the  former  general  rale  is  set  aside  by  the  latter 
special  rule."  The  second  aphorism  is  thus  explained:  "As  a  general  rule,  the 
touching  of  the  dead  human  body  is  prohibited ;  bat  in  regard  to  a  particular  sacrifice — , 
it  is  enjoined  that  a  human  skull  is  to  be  kept  in  a  particular  placa.  Here  too,  the 
latter  Injunction  sets  aside  the  former  general  Prohibition."  As  in  these  fcwo  cases, 
BO  also,  in  the  case  of  kilting,  though  there  is  a  general  prohibition  of  killing,  yet  in 
regard  to  the  "  Jyotishboma "  sacrifice,  the  kitting  of  the  sacrificial  animal  is  specially 
laid  down ;  and  hence  this  latter  Injunction  sets  aside  the  former  general  Prohibition. 
All  these  arguments  are  refuted  in  the  "  Tattwakaumudi  "  on  Sankhya-kdrika  2. 

838.88  This  is  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  that,  though  not  directly  prohibited, 

yet  the  killing  of  scrificial  animals  would  be  sinful.  ; 

S8*-35  You  infer  that  one  who  kills  will   have   to   suffer  retributive   pain  in  the 

future  j  but  then  and  there,  during  the  "  slaughter  "  itself,  there  ia  a  contradiction  of 

this  ;  inasmuch  as  we  find  the  killer  deriving  pleasure  from  the  act. 

886.36  This  formulates  the  inference  referred  to.     Charity  brings  pleasure  to  the 

person  receiving  it  j  and  the  giver  too    is  rewarded   with  similar   pleasures  in  his 

next  life. 

SS6.&7  Intercourse  with  the  Preceptor's  wife  gives  pleasure  to  the  object  of  tne 
Intercourse    (the    wife);  and    as    such,    in    accordance    with    your    reasoning,  the 
perpetrator  of  this  crime  should  be  rewarded  with  happiness  in  his  future  lives, 
8 
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237-238.  And  the  premises  too  would  be  contrary  to  the  conclusion  ; 
because  the  result  accruing  to  the  slaughterer  would,  according  to  the 
reasoning,  be  similar  to  that  which  accrues,  to  the  charitable  person,  viz : 
the  attainment  of  the  result  implied  by  the  injunction,  and  also  the 
absence  of  pain. 

238-39.  The  happiness  (occurring)  to  the  giver  (in  future  birth,)  is 
not  declared  to  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  person  who  receives  his  gifts  ; 
thus  too  your  instance  fails  in  establishing  what  you  seek  to  prove. 

239-40.  In.  the  case  of  Charity,  the  object  (signified  by  the  Dative 
case)  is  the  person  who  receives  it,  whereas  in  that  of  Slaughter  it  is  the 
object  killed,  which,  is  signified  by  the  Accusative  termination — this  too  is 
a  difference  (between  your  instance  and  what  you  seek  to  prove).  And  if 
you  assert  the  "  object  "  (similar  to  whose  end  you  postulate  the  end  of  the 
agent)  to  be  the  object  of  "  Sampradana  "  (the  receiver  of  agiffc,  signified  by 
the  Dative), — then  you  have  a  contradiction  (of  your  Major  Premiss) : 
because  you  hold  that  (in  animal  sacrifice)  the  *  Sampradana '  object,  the 
Deity  (to  whom  it  is  sacrificed),  becomes  pleased  (while  in  the  case  in 
question  there  is  pain  for  the  "  object  ") . 

241.  If  in  Charity  th£  object  (given)  be  meant  to  be  the  instance,  (as 
in  animal  slaughter  is  meant  the  object  "killed) , — then  too,  what  sort 
of  result  (in  the  shape  of  pleasure  or  pain)  could  accrue  to  the  object  that 
is  given  away  (namely,  gold,  silver  and  the  like  )  ? 


2S7.I8  « In  a  syllogistic  argument,  the  Middle  Term  has  an  application  that  is  in 
accordance  with  the  Instance  quoted.  In  the  present  case,  this  instance  is  '  Charity  * ; 
therefore  the  effect  resulting  from  *  slaughter '  should  be  similar  to  that  resulting 
from  *  Charity.'  With,  regard  to  c  Charity,1  we  have  understood  the  Eesult  to  be 
the  attainment  of  the  end  mentioned  in  its  Injunction ;  and  in  accordance  with  your 
Major  Premies,  this  same  result  would  also  belong  to  the  case  of  '  slaughter/  And 
through  the  Injunction  of  '  Slaughter  *  (in  connection  with  Sacrifices)  we  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  its  effect  is  Merit ;  and  thereby  it  ceases  to  be  sinful.  Thus  in  seeking 
to  prove  (by  means  of  your  syllogism)  that  'Slaughter  is  sinful,'  you  have  proved  its 
contrary  ;  and  further,  when  the  Result  is  in  keeping  with  the  Injunction,  it  cannot  be 
painful.**— -Kdgika. 

833.89  As  the  result  accruing  to  the  Giver  is  not  the  same  as  that  which  belongs 
to  the  Receiver,  so,  the  Result  to  the  killer  could  not  be  the  same  as  that  belonging  to 
the  killed. 

8S9.40  "Contradiction" — i.e.,  instead  of  establishing  the  sinfalness  of  "Slaughter/ 
you  would  be  premising  the  contrary.  An  animal  sacrifice  has  for  its  u  Sampradana  " 
(the  objects  to  which  the  offering  is  made),  the  deities,  Agni  and  Soma.  And  as  these 
Deities  become  pleased  by  the  offering,  your  argument  would  go  to  prove  that  the 
slaughterer  (the  sacrificer)  would  be  reaping  a  harvest,  of  happiness  in  retribution 
of  the  pleasure  he  gives  by  the  'slaughter," — a  conclusion  which  cannot  be  very 
palatable  to  you.  Because  in  that  case, (  slaughter '  ceases  to  be  sinful ;  as  sin  can,  in 
no  case,  be  said  to  bring  about  happiness  to  one  who  commits  it ,*  and  this  is  the 
conclusion  derived  from  your  argument  j  whereby  you  sought  to  prove  the  sinfnlness 
of  "  Auima) -slaughter  " ! 
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241-42.  Your  argument  may  also  be  shown  to  be  concomitant  with, 
its  own  contradictory,  by  means  of  such,  instances  as  Japa,  Homa,  <fca, 
which  are"  free  from,  any  source  of  pain  to  others — and  by  having  the  fact 
of  sacrificial  Slaughter  "being  enjoined  as  the  Reason. 

242-43.  For  the  comprehension  of  Dharma  and  Adharma,  there  is 
no  other  means  save  the  fact  of  their  being  enjoined  and  prohibited 
(respectively).  Hence  the  introduction  of  an  inferential  argument  in  this 
connection  is  not  proper. 

243-44.  For  those  who  declare  *  Dharma '  to  be  due  to  helping 
others  to  happiness,  and  '  Adharma  '  to  be  due  to  musing  pain  to  others, — 
for  these  people  *  Japa'  and  '  wine  -Drinking '  would  bfe  neither  Dharma 
nor  Adharma. 

244-45*  And  again  one  who,  though  with  qualms  of  conscience,  has 
intercourse  with  his  preceptor's  wife,  would  be  incurring  a  great  Dharma  ; 
because  thereby  he  would  be  conferring  a  great  benefit  of  happiness  to  the 
woman. 

245-46.  And  further,  how  can  one,  who  would  (in  the  matter  of 
Dharma  and  Adharma)  rely  solely  upon  Reasoning,  independently  of  any 
prohibitions  or  otherwise  (scriptural),  have  any  qualms  of  conscience, 
when  he  finds  that  his  action  does  not  give  pain  to  any  person  ? 

246-47.  And  further,  he  who  would  ascertain  (the  character  of) 
Adharma  independently  of  Scriptural  prohibitions,  would  land  himself 
on  '  Mutual  Dependency  * — inasmuch  as  he  would  be  attributing*  sinfulness 
(Adharma)  to  pain^  and  pain  again  to  sinful  ness. 

247-48.     Then  the  Mlechchhas  who  have  got  no  qualms  of  conscience 
in  the  doing  of  any  action,  could  never  be  said  to  be  incurring  any  sin,  if 
your  theory  (that  the  sinfulness  of  an  action  is  due  to  the  pain  that  it 
produces  to  either  party)  were  true. 
* 

141.41  The  fcrm  of  tlie  argument,  in  which  Japa  and  Homo,  are  instances,  is  this  : 
"Animal -slaughter  at  a  sacrifice  will  bring  about  happiness, — because  it  has  been 
enjoined,— like  the  Jajpa,  <fec." 

843.44  Because    "  Japa,"    which  is  acknowledged  to  be  Dharma>  brings  pleasure 
to  none ;  nor  does  "  wine-drinking,"  which  is  acknowledged  to  be   Adharma,  bring 
pain  to  others.    This  Karika  and  the  next  are  meant  to  ref  ate  the  Utilitarian,  theory 
of  morals, 

241.45  Because,   according  to  you,  the  only  standard  of  Dharma  is  that  it  should 
bring  happiness  to  others. 

fci6.4S  Reasonings  based  upon  the  utilitarian  theory  do  not  condemn  adultery; 
and  you  accept  no  other  standard  of  morality  j  how,  then,  do  you  explain  the  qualms 
of  conscience  in  one  who  commits  that  deed  ?  For,  certainly  he  is  not  conscious  of 
haying  given  pain  to  any  person. 

8W.47  If  you  hold  *  Adultery  '  to  be  sinful,  on  the  ground  of  the  pain  it  brings,  in 
the  shape  of  the  qualms  of  conscience  to  its  perpetrator,  then  yon  land  upon  a  mutual 
interdependence.  Because,  in  that  case,  you  would  be  attributing  the  qualms  of 
conscience  to  the  sinfulness  of  the  deed,  and  again  its  sinf alneas  you  would  base  upon 
the  qualms  of  conscience  it  produces. 
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248-49.  Therefore  leaving  aside  pleasure  and  pain,  and  their 
opposites, — people,  who  wish  to  know  Dharma  and  Adharma,  onght  to 
look  out  for  positive  injunctions  and  prohibitions  (in  the  Scriptures). 

249-52.  "  lu  one  place  (in  the  case  of  the  killing  of  a  Brahmana) 
Slaughter  has  been  declared  to  have  the  capacity  of  causing  sin ;  and  this 
(capacity)  cannot  be  set  aside  even  by  a  positive  Injunction  (i.e.,  even  if 
Slaughter  be  in  another  place,  enjoined  as  a  Duty)  ;  because  the  Scripture 
does  not  either  add  to  or  subtract  from,  the  capacities  of  substances  and 
actions  j  it  simply  serves  to  declare  such  faculties  as  already  belong  to 
them.  And  of  a  similar  nature  is  this  action  (animal-slaughter  in  a  sacri- 
fice) ;  and  therefore  it  is  only  in  accordance  with  the  Scripture— and 
not  by  Inferential  reasoning, — that  we  declare  the  sinful  character  of 
sacrificial  Slaughter" 

252-54.  Those  who  confidently  declare  thus,  should  consider  the 
following  questions:  (1)  Does  a  £udra  go  to  hell  for  the  drinking  of 
wine?  (2)  Does  the  "  Yaicyastoma  "  bring  about  its  result  when  per- 
formed by  a  Brahmana  or  a  Kshatriya  ?  (3)  Do  proper  effects  result  from 
the  "  Ishti "  if  performed  on  the  fifth  day  of  the  month,  (4)  or  from  the 
*'  Agnihotra,"  if  performed  in  the  middle  of  the  day  F 

254-55.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  specific  result  of  an  action  belongs 
to  another,  only  when  it  is  precisely  of  the  same  character,  as  is  said 
in  the  Veda  to  belong  to  the  former  action,  which  is  distinctly  mentioned 
as  bringing  about  that  particular  result. 

255-56.  The  idea  of  sinfulness  due  to  a  prohibition,  refers  only  to 
that  sort  of  '  killing '  which  is  other  than  the  two  factors  (of  the  Bhavana  : 

***•«  Some  people  base  their  theory  of  the  sinfulness  of  all  kinds  of  killing 
on  the  scriptural  prohibition  "kill  not  a  Brahmana ";t  and  it  is  this  theory,  that  is 
expounded  in  the  Karika.  "  Killing"  ia  one  only  j  and  hence  if  ib  be  prohibited  in  one 
case,  by  that  fact  alone,  it  comes  to  acquire  a  sinfnl  character,  which  becomes  perma- 
nent and  cannot  be  set  aside  by  any  n amber  of  passages  positively  enjoining  it. 

M3.54  if  What  is  once  declared  in  the  Veda  be  held  to  be  permanent  and 
nnmodifiable,  then  (1)  the  "  drinking  of  wine,  "  which  has  been  prohibited  for  the 
Brahmana,  would  come  to  be  prohibited  for  the  lower  castes  also ;  •  (2)  The 
11  Vuicyastoma "  sacrifice  has  been  laid  down  for  the  Vaicya  caste,  bringing  about 
certain  specific  results  j  and,  iu  accordance  with  your  premiss,  this  sacrifice  would 
bring  about  the  same  results,  when  performed  by  men  of  the  other  castes  also?  (3) 
the  "  Ishfci "  has  been  laid  down,  as  to  be  performed  on  the  last  day  of  the  month, 
when  alone  it  can  bring  about  its  proper  result  j  and  according  to  your  argument,  the 
same  results  would  also  come  about,  even  when  the  "  Ishti"  happens  to  be  performed  on 
other  days  of  the  month.  (4)  Similarly  with  the  "  Agnihotra  "  which  has  been  enjoined 
as  to  be  performed  in  the  morning. 

*5*,55  If  a  certain  action  with  certain  qualifications,  be  declared  in  the  Veda, 
as  leading  to  certain  definite  results,— then  such  results  could  belong  to  those  actions 
alone,  as  qualified  in  the  Veda.  And  hence,  your  argument  loses  its  ground.  Because 
the  Veda  has  declared  only  the  killing  of  a  Brahmana  to  be  sinful,  and  from  this  you 
infer  the  siuf ulness  of  all  kinds  of  killing. 
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Means  and  Process)  j  elsewhere  (i.e.,  in  the  case  of  Slaughter  enjoined  as 
the  means  or  as  forming  part  of  the  process)  such  (idea  of  sinfulness) 
is  set  aside  by  the  positive  Injunction  ( which  enjoins  Slaughter  either 
as  the  means  to  the  accomplishment  of  a  certain  action,  or  as  forming 
part  of  the  procedure  of  a  certain  sacrifice), 

256-57.  What  is  got  at  from  the  Scripture  is  a  comprehension  of  the 
faculties  (of  substances  and  actions),  and  not  any  additions  or  substrac- 
tions  (of  faculties) .  These  latter  are  regulated  according  to  the  differences 
among  the  actions  themselves. 

257-58.  We  find  a  certain  difference  in  the  character  of  the  same 
thing,  even  in  the  case  of  actions  with  visible  results — e.g.,  the  (effects 
produced  by  the  same)  action  of  eating,  on  the  healthy  and  the  un- 
healthy* 

258.  Though  the  form  of  '  Slaughter  *  is  the  same,  in  all  cases,  yet 
there  is  a  difference  among  the  different  kinds  of  Slaughter  due  to  the 
fact  of  its  being  or  not  being  subsidiary  to  a  sacrifice  positively  enjoined. 

259.  If  (even  in  the  face  of  such  arguments)  you  declare  that  the 
result  is  one  and  the  same  (in  the  case  of  all  killing),  then  from  the 
fact  of  every  action  being  an  action,  we  would  have  a  Universal  Confusion 
(Commixture);  and  on  account  of  the  similarity  of  having  the  character 
of  a  sacrifice,  all  the  sacrifices  "  Citra,"  "  Jyotishtoma,  &c.,  would  come  to 
have  the  same  result. 

260.  If  in  these  latter  cases,   you  make  restrictions  through  the 
differences  among   the  sacrifices,  we  would  have  the  same  resource  in  the 
case  in  question  also   (there  being   a  difference  between   the   Slaughter 
enjoined  as   subsidiary  to  a  Sacrifice,  and  one  not  so  enjoined,  but  only 
forming  part  of  a  certain  Result). 

260-61.  Of  all  injunctions,  the  result  is  such  as  is  desirable  for  men, 
either  directly  or  indirectly ;  therefore  they  cannot  be  taken  to  imply 
anything  that  is  not  so  desirable. 

8B6.67  Additions  or  subtractions  of  faculties  are  brought  about  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  actions  ia  question ;  and  they  caimot  be  said  to  belong  equally  to  all 
cases. 

257.68  We  know  that  eating  produces  pleasure  j  but  we  find  that  an  unhealthy 
person,  who  has  no  appetite  and  relish  for  his  food,  does  not  derive  any  .pleasure  from 
eating.  Thus  we  find  that  the  same  action  brings  about  different  results  in  different 
cases. 

*5S  The  "  Slaughter  "  which  is  subsidiary  to  another  act  is  not  sinful ;  and  that 
which  is  not  a  subsidiary,  but  an  independent  act  in  itself,  is  sinful. 

859  Every  action  has  the  general  character  of  "Action";  and  if  a  single  point 
of  similarity  between  any  two  actions  be  the  ground  for  an  identity  in  their  results, 
then  all  actions  would  have  the  same  result,  because  they  are  all  similar,  in  having  the 
general  character  of  "  action." 

i»o_6l  And  as  the  aim  of  I  the  person  cannot  but  be  happiness  to  himself, 
anything  sinful  cannot  be  the-ooject  of  an  Injunction. 
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261-62.  We  do  not  fiud  any  sinfuluesa  mentioned  in  connection  with 
such  Slaughter  as  is  enjoined  as  subsidiary  to  certain  sacrifices ;  nor  is 
such  (sinful  character)  to  be  assumed  (in  the  case  of  such  Slaughter) 
through  other  prohibitions.  Nor  can  the  result  of  these  subsidiary 
slaughters  be  said  to  be  the  end  of  man  ;  because  of  their  occurring  in  a 
particular  context, — whereby  what  we  can  postulate  as  the  result  of 
these,  is  only  the  help,  either  perceptible  (direct)  or  otherwise,  that  they 
would  gire  to  the  primary  Action  itself. 

263.  In  such  cases,  we  have  no  occasion  for  making  assumptions  of 
sinf ulness  ;  because  we  do  not  stand  in  need  of  any  such  assumption. 

263-64*.  The  help  too,  that  the  purification  of  the  animal  gives  to 
the  sacrifice,  is  not  an  indirect  one ;  because  we  find  that  the  sacrifice 
requires  the  accomplishment  of  the  various  parts  (of  the  animal's  body, 
as  offerings).  Even  in  the  "  Qyena,"  sinf  ulness  does  not  attach  to  that 
Slaughtering  which  forms  part  of  the  sacrifice  itself. 

265.  Therefore  we  declare  sinf  ulness  to  belong  to  only  that  Slaughter 
whicb  does  not  form  part  of  a  sacrifice.     In  the  case  of  the  "  f yena," 
it  is  mentioned  as  the  Result ;  and  hence,  in  this  case,  it  cannot  be  said  to 
be  the  object  of  an  Injunction. 

266.  Because  though  the  Injunction  belongs  to  the  complete  Bhavana 
(consisting  of  the  three  factors;  Means,  Procedure  and  Besult),  yet  it  cease's 
to  apply  to  the  factor  of  Result.     Consequently  "  <Jye"na  "  and  the  rest,  by 
themselves  can  be  neither  "  Dharma  "  nor  u  Adharma." 

267.  It  is  through  the  sinful  character  of  their  Result,  that  the 
character  of  Adharma  is  attributed   to  them.     The  "  f ye"na "  having  all 
its  requirements  fulfilled  by  only  one  Besult,  it  cannot  have  two. 

JWl-W  If  the  subsidiary  slaughter  were  to  hare  any  effect  upon  human  wishes, 
then  there  might  be  some  doubts  as  to  its  being  sinful.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is 
not  so ;  as  such  slaughters  are  mentioned  in  an  altogether  different  context.  This  is 
explained  later  on.  The  direct  help  is  such  as  when  certain  offerings  have  to  be  made 
out  of  the  limbs  of  the  animal  killed. 

*W  What  we  require  in  that  particular  context  is  something  that  would  help  the 
sacrifice ;  and  as  such,  the  "  Slaughter  "  is  at  once  interpreted  as  affording  such  help . 
So  there  is  no  occasion  for  postulating  its  sinf  nines  a. 

S6S  The  Injunction  takes  in  only  the  Mean*  and  the  Procedure ;  and  as  in  the 
case  of  the  a  (Jyena"  sacrifice,  "Slaughter"  is  declared  to  be  the  Result,  it  cannot 
form  an  object  of  the  Injunction. 

381  "  The  (Jyena,  8fc"— This  is  said  in  anticipation  of  the  following  objection : 
*'  we  could  make  sin  also  the  direct  result  of  the  Qyena  sacrifice,  jast  like  the  death  of 
the  enemy  r  thus  getting  rid  of  the  indirect  attribntion  of  sinfulness  through  the 
Result."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  all  the  factors  of  the  "  Bhavana "  (signified 
by  the  sentence  enjoining  the  "  fJyena ")  being  fulfilled  by  the  death  of  the  enemy 
as  ita  Besnlt,  it  does  not  stand  in  need  of  any  other  Beanlfcj  and  hence  it  is 
absolutely  useless  to  postulate  another  Besult,  in  the  shape  of  stX  when  all  our 
needs  are  satisfied  by  the  former  Besult  alone.  And  one  "  Bhlvana  "  can  have  only 
one  "Result. 
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268.  Therefore  the  sinfulness  (of  the  "fyeiia")   is  said  to  be  due 
to  "  Slaughter  "  which  is  an  action  other  than  the  "  f  yena  "  itself. 

268*69.  That  action  alone  is  called  "  Dharma,"  which,  even  through 
its,  result,  does  not  become  tainted  with  sin;  because  such  an  action 
cannot  but  bring  about  happiness  to  the  agent. 

269.  (Qbj.).      "But  the  character  of  'Dharma'  would  also  belong 
to  the  "  Qyena^'  &o.,  on  account  of  these  being  the  means  of  attaining  a 
desirable  end," 

270.  (Bep.).    But  even  then  the  Besult  of  these  would  not  cease  to  be 
sinful.    And  we  must  also  consider  the  following  points,  in  this  connection  : 

270-71*  If  *  Dharma  '  be  explained  aa  that  by  means  of  which  something 
desirable  WQulA  be  accomplished,  without  the  least  taint  of  anything  undesir- 
abk,  thea  the  "  (Jyeua  "  and  the  rest  would  become  excluded  (from  the 
category  of  "  Dharma"). 

271-72.  If  anything  that  is  laid  down  in  the  Veda  as  bringing  pleasure 
to  the  agent  were;  held  to  be  "  Dharma,"  independently  of  the  property  or 
otherwise  of  the  performance  thereof,  —  then  alone  could  the  "  9y§na  " 
come  under  the  category  of  "  Dharma," 

272-73*  But  if  by  'Adharma'  we  understand  anything  that  cause* 
pain  either  directly  or  indirectly,  and  which  may  have  been  laid  down  rn 
the  Teda,  —  then  the  "  Qyena  "  would  be  included  in  the  category  of 
"Adliarma." 

273-74.  He,  who  would  attribute  sinfulness  even  to  the  enjoined 
(kitting  —  aa  subsidiary  to  a  sacrifice},,  on  the  ground  of  its-  being  a 
'  Slaughter,'  like  any  ordinary  slaughter  (outside  a  sacrifice),  —  would  be 
courting  a  contradiction  of  the  Scriptures. 

274-75.  And  if.  one  were  to  argue,  without  any  regard  to  the  Scrip- 
tures, —  he  would  also  prove  the  incapability  of  accomplishing  "  Heaven  " 
with  regard  to  Sacrifices;  because  (they  may  urge  that)  these  (sacrifices) 
are  actions,  like  '  eating  *  and  the  like  (which  do  not  lead  to  Heaveu  ). 


Therefore  the  °  (JJySna  ""  sacrifice  can  never  be  "  Dharma'9  inasmuch  as 
it  is  tainted  with,  sin,  through  its  Result  ;  and  it  has  already  been  proved  in  Karikas 
367-68,  that  it  ia  not  «  Adharma." 

#W  The  Reanlt  of  "  (Jyena  "  has  been  proved  to  be  sinful,  and  now  we  must  consider 
the  character  of  the  sacrifice  itself. 

1TO.71  This  Karika  and  the  next  consider  what  ordinary  people   understand  by 
11  Dharma"  and  "  Adbarma." 

That  is,  explaining  propriety  of  performance  as  capability  of   causing  hap- 


Thus,  in  reality,  the  "  Qyena"  is  neither  "  Dharma'*  nor  "  Adharma." 
Because  sacrifices  are  accepted  as  the  means  of  leading  to  Heaven,  on  the 
aole  gronnd  of  the  Veda.  And  if  one  were  to  disregard  this,  no  such  capability  in  the 
sacrifice  could  be  proved.  In  fact  we  would  have  an  irrefutable  argument  to  the 
contrary,  viz.,  "  Sacrifices  cannot  lead  to  Heaven,  because  they  are  actions,  like 
Eatina." 


275-76.  The  sin/ulness  (of  sacrificial  slaughter),  postulated  on  the 
strength  of  passages  from  the  Gita,  Mantras,  and  other  Eulogistic 
passages, — contradicts  the  direct  assertions  of  the  Y§da  (which  distinctly 
enjoins  sacrificial  slaughter) ;  and  hence  these  (passages)  must  be  taken 
to  have  some  other  meaning. 

276-77.  (ObjO-  "  The  Sutra  and  the  Yedic  sentences  being  of  equal 
importance  to  the  student,  and  the  incapability  (of  signifying  something) 
also  applying  equally  to  both  (in  the  mind  of  the  student), — the  clause 
'not  in  the  Sutras  '  is  no  reply  (to  the  objection  raised  in  the  Bhashya)." 

277-78.  (Rep.).  This  clanse  ('  na  sutreshu')  serves  only  to  reply  to 
the  aforesaid  "  exclusive  specification " :  Because  in  the  case  of  the 
interpretation  of  the  Sutras,  this  method  (' splitting  of  the  sentence*'  and 
other  indirect  methods  of  interpretation)  is  applicable  (when  the  sense 
thus  indirectly  got  at  is  supported  by  other  evidences). 

278.  Or  the  Sutra  itself  may  be  repeated ;  or  as  a  last  resource,  we 
may  have  recourse  to  "  Tautra  "  (a  conventional  subserviency)  in  accordance 

176.77  The  Bhashya  (pp.  6-6)  having  raised  the  objection :  "  Bat  the  aphorism 
is  incapable  of  giving  the  two  meanings"  [namely,  (1)  that  the  Teda  is  the  authority 
for  Duty,  and  (2)  that  Duty  is  that  which  brings  about  happiness], — replies  by  adding 
that  the  syntactical  split  that  the  objector  has  urged  against  such  double  signification, 
does  not  affect  the  case  of  the  aphorism.  In .  the  Karika,  the  objector  says  that  the 
Veda  and  the  Sutras  are  both  equal,  in  the  eyes  of  the  student. 

877.73  Though  both  the  Yeda  and  the  Sutra  are  equal  to  the  student,  yet  com- 
mentators have  been  found  to  explain  the  Sutras  by  double  interpretations.  It  was 
with  this  view,  that,  in  explaining  the  opening  sentence  of  the  Bhashya,  we  have 
taken  it  to  signify  "  exclusive  specification," — the  sense  of  the  clause  "  sati  sambhave  " 
having  been,  explained  as  that  "  it  is  only  when  the  ordinary  significations  of  the  words 
of  the  aphorism  can  reasonably  be  accepted,  without  contradicting  the  Yeda,  that  such 
significations  are  to  be  accepted ;  otherwise,  if  such  signification  be  found  to  militate 
against  the  Yeda,  then,  in  interpreting  the  aphorism,  we  must  hare  recourse  to  in* 
direct  methods  of  signification." 

*7*  That  is,  in  order  to  signify  both  the  facts,  the  aphorism  may  be  read 
over  twice.  The  second  part  of  the  Karika  is  not  easily  intelligible ;  hence  the 
explanation  of  the  Nyayaratnakara  is  reproduced :  "  The  word  *  Dharma,'  for  instance, 
may  be  taken  to  be  uttered  as  a  '  Tautra,' — i.e.t  it  may  be  conventionally  accepted  as 
the  subordinate  word  in  the  sentence  j  aud  for  this  reason,  ifc  would  be  constructed  with 
each  of  the  other  two  words,  simultaneously  :  when  taken  with  the  first  word 
'  CodanalaJcshanah,'  it  would  give  the  meaning  that  *  Duty  has  Yeda  for  its  authority  j  * 
and  when  taken  with  the  second  word  (  Arthah '  it  would  signify  that  '  Duty  is  the 
means  of  happiness/  And  as  both  these  constructions  are  accepted  simultaneously ; 
there  is  no  syntactical  split,  in  reality.  In  this  case,  the  word  *  Codanalakshan&h ' 
would  be  the  subject  and  *  Dharmah '  the  Predicate,  of  the  first  proposition ;  while  of 
the  second  proposition,  *  Dharmah*  would  be  the  subject  and  *  Arthah  '  the  "  Predicate." 
The  two  propositions  may  be  thus  stated :  (1)  *  That  which  has  Yeda  for  its  authority 
is  Dharma/  aud  (2)  *  Dharma  is  the  cause  of  happiness/  The  meaning  that  the  Sutra 
would  give,  when  the  other  two  words  are  made  subservient  to  the  word  *  Dharmah,1 
is  explained  in  Notes  281-82. 
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with  the  difference  in  the  signifying  power  (of  the  three  words  constituting 
the  Sutra). 

279.  Or  we  may  make  two  Sutras  out  of  the  one,  in  accordance  with 
the  theory  that  the  Sutra  only  gives  certain  portions  (of  two  sentences), 

279-80.  These  two  (sentences  constituting  the  Bntra)  art?  assumed 
to  depend  upon  one  another,  on  account  of  proximity.  And  the  assumption 
of  a  portion  (of  the  second  sentence)  is  not  meant  simply  to  complete  the 
sentence. 

280-81.  Though  the  sentence  "  Atlia  va,  Ac."  (in  the  Bhashya) 
explains  each  of  the  constituents  to  refer  to  *  Dharma,'  as  qualified 
(by  the  definition  afforded  by  another),  yet  the  syntactical  split  remains 
just  the  same. 

281-82.  Therefore  the  real  answer  (to  the  objection  raised  in  tlte 
Bhasliya)  would  be  one  of  the  following:  either  (1)  that  the  'name* 
("Dliarma")  is  subservient  (to  the  other  two  factors)  ;  or  (2)  that  the 
*  name  '  and  the  word  "  Lakshana  "  may  be  construed  with  *c  Artha  "  * 
or  (3)  that  the  word  *  Lakshana  '  may  be  taken  to  be  subservient  to  the 
words  "  Dharma  "  and  "  Artha." 

282-83.     "  Dharma  in  general,  being  previously  known,  as  soon  as  its 


819  This  is  what  the  Bhashya  has  done.  The  sense  is  this:  Sutras,  being 
extremely  brief,  are  not  expected  to  give  every  sentence  in  its  entire  form.  The  pre- 
sent Sutra  is  really  made  up  of  two  Sutras—  (1)  cf  Artho  dharmah"  {Dharma  is  the 
cause  of  happiness),  and  (2)  "  Codanalakshanah" — this  latter  being  only  a  part  of  the 
complete  sentence:  "  Godandlakshano  dharmah"  (that  which  is  based  upon  the  Veda 
is  Dharma). 

279-30  If  both  these  constituent  Sutras  were  taken  independently,  then,  the 
Sutra,  "  GodanalaTcshano  Dharmah"  would  make  the  "  £fyena"  also  a  Dharma;  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  Sutra  "  Artho  Dharmah  "  would  make  any  source  of  happiness  a 
Dharma.  In  order  to  guard  against  these  anomalies,  the  Karika  adds  that  the  word 
"  Dharma,"  in  each  of  these  sentences,  is  taken  in  the  light  of  its  definition  afforded 
in  the  other ;  the  Sutras  are  to  be  interpreted  as  iuterblended  together,  and  forming 
only  one  Sutra. 

as  1.82  if  we  accept  the  first  alternative,  then  the  construction  of  the  Sutra 
would  be  this :  "  Godanalakshano  Dharmnh-Dharmo'rthah"  In  accordance  with  the 
second  alternative,  the  construction  would  be-— "  Artha  Dharmah-arthagodanala'kshanah" 
In  the  third  case,  the  construction  would  be  "  Arthaqodanalakshanah  Godanatakshana 
Dharmah.91  The  meaning,  in  the  second  case,  would  be  <£  Dharma  is  the  cause  of 
happiness, — and  the  cause  of  happiness  too  only  such  as  is  laid  down  in  the  Veda/* 
In  the  third  case,  the  meaning  would  be— "  The  cause  of  happiness  is  as  declared 
in  the  Veda, — and  that  which  is  authorised  by  the  Veda  is  Dharma."  The  meaning 
obtainable  in  the  first  case,  has  already  been  explained  in  note  278. 

282.8S  The  objection  is  that  the  word  "arthah"  in  the  Sutra  is  superfluous; 
because  when  we  know  what  Dharma  is,  we  know  it  only  as  bringing  about  happiness  • 
and  hence,  as  soon  as  its  authority  has-  been  declared,  it  at  once  comes  to  be  recognised 
as  the  means  of  happiness  ("  Arfcha")  j  and  as  such,  there  is  uo  use  of  having  this 
word  in  the  Sutra. 
9 


authority  is  declared,  it  at  once  becomes  a  means  of  happiness  ;  and  as 
such,  why  should  the  word  *  Artha  '  (  *  meaus  of  happiness  '  )  be  mentioned 


283-84.  (Rep.)  :  The  faet  of  having  the  Veda  for  its  authority  comes 
to  be  predicated  of  "  Dharma,"  only  by  the  addition  of  the  word 
**  Artha  "  ;  otherwise  there  would  be  a  doubt  as  to  its  real  character. 

284-85.  For  in  that  case,  those  that  are  declared  (in  the  Teda),  by 
means  of  prohibitions,  to  be  the  causes  of  rin,  would  also  become  included 
in  "  Dharma  "  ;  inasmuch  as  these  also  are  mentioned  in  the  Veda. 

285-86.  Therefore  that  form  of  the  sentence,  whereby  we  could 
have  the  restriction  of  the  definition  to  the  single  object  (  "  Dharma,"  ) 
—  which  is  possible  only  if  we  admit  the  word  "  Artha,"  —  is  to  be  got  at 
only  by  repeating  the  word  "  Artha." 

286-87.  The  author  of  the  Bhlshya  has  also  declared  the  result 
the  exclusion  of  slaughter,  fyc.,  to  be  due  to  the  signification  of  the  word 
'*  Artha,"  without  taking  it  as  qualifying  (Dharma}* 

Thus  ends  the  V&rtika  on  Aphorism  II. 


198.84  If  we  had  only  "  Codanalakshayo  Dharmah"  then  even  those  Acts, 
which  are  authorised  by  the  Veda  in  one  phase,  and  prohibited  in  another  phase  of  it, 
would  become  included  in  the  category  of  "  Dharma  " ;  and  the  preclusion  of  such 
acts  would  not  be  possible,  unless  we  added  the  word  "  Arthah,"  which  restricts  the 
definition  to  only  snch  as  are  causes  of  happiness,  and  thereby  excludes  all  that  it* 
sinful. 

as«-88t  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  If  the  construction  of  the  sentence 
bo  as  you  have  explained  it  to  be,  then,  how  is  it  that,  in  the  Bhashya,  the  word 
'Arthah*  has  been  explained  as  qualifying  'DharmaP*  (Vide  Bhlshya:  * anartho 
dharma  uTcto  ma  bhuditi  arthagrahanam  *).'*  The  sense  of  the  reply  as  embodied  in  the 
Karika  is  that  the  Bhashya  does  not  mean  "Arfchah"  to  be  a  purely  qualifying  term ; 
because  even  without  such  qualification,  the  Bhashya  explains  the  exclusion  of 
"  slaughter"  and  other  sinful  deeds  as  being  due  to  the  direct  signification  of  the  word 
*(  arthah  "  itself.  The  Nydyaratnakara  and  the  Kagiba  interpret  this  Karika  differently. 
They  take  it  as  embodying  a  reply  to  the  objection  urged,  against  the  last  sentence  of 
the  Bhashya  on  this  Sutra,  in  Karika  280.  The  meaning  of  the  Karika,  in  this  case, 
would  be  this :  "  we  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  Sutra  mentions  *  dharaah  J.as  qualified 
by  '  arthah  ; '  all  that  the  Bhaahya  means  is  that,  even  without  such  specification,  the 
word  '  arthah,*  by  itself,  would  directly  lead  to  the  exclusion  of  *  slaughter  *  Ac.,  by 
means  of  a  particular  construction  put  upon  the  Sutra ;  and  the  Bhashya — '  athava,  $*<?/ 
• — only  gives  the  form  of  the  construction  that  is  to  be  put  upon  the  Sutra,  in  order  to 
get  at  the  exclusion  of  '  slaughter,  &c.' — the  literal  meaning  of  the  Bhashya  being 
'  That  which  is  an  Artha  (cause  of  happiness)  has  the  character  of  Dharmat  only  when 
it  is  authorised  by  (distinctly  enjoined  in)  the  Veda/  " 
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APHORISM  III. 
f*  The  examination  of  its  cause  (follows)/'     (14-3). 

1-2.  Though,  besides  simple  declaration,  the  author  of  tlie  Bhlshya 
has  also  added  the  argument  in  favour  of  Ms  own  theory,  to  be  explained 
later  on ;  yet  the  statement  that  "  tlie  foregoing  ia  a  mere  declaration 
(statement  of  a  proposition)  "  refers  to  what  has  been  stated  by  Jaimini 
(in  the  aphorism).  Or  it  may  be  that  the  Commentator  has  only  pointed 
oat  the  possible  arguments — through  the  mention  of  the  expression  "  the 
past,  future,  Ac.*' 

end  the  Vartika  on  the  third  Sutra, 


'-*  This  refers  to  the  following  passage  of  the  Bhfcshya :  " 
tntttaw  fcharmasya  jndnam  tii  prafyw»m<**r^fcfcam.*'  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  clear. 
The  reply  means  that  the  Bhashya  passage  may  be  taken  as  referrng  to  the  Sutra 
alone,  which  only  lays  down  a  simple  proposition.  The  second  alternative  suggested 
is  that  the  passage  may  he  taken  as  refering  to  the  Bhishya  itself, — the  sense,  in  that 
case,  being  that  what  appears  as  the  argument  is  not  brought  forward  as  an  argttments 
feut  only  as  a  simple  declaration  of  the  probable  features  of  the  object  of  declaration. 
The  latter  seatence  has  been  translated  in  accordance  with  the  interpretation,  of  tha 
JWf%oratwiffcafa"and  the  K£<pk&.  It  may  also  be  translated  thus :  "  Or  it  maybe  that 
the  author  of  the  Vritti  has  declared  the  argument  beginning  wifch  '  past,  <J"c.,'  orer 
mnd  above  what  was  necessary  "  (and  the  Bhashya  has  only  repeated  the  declaration  of 
the  Vritti), 


68  CJLOKAYARTIKA. 


APHORISM  IV 

"  Sense-preception,  wtich.  Is  the  cognition  of  the  person, 
brought  about  by  the  correct  functioning  of  the  sense-organs, 
is  not  the  means  (of  knowing  Duty)  ;  because  Perceptipn  only 
consists  in  the  apprehension  of  what  already  exists."  I-i-4. 

1.  He, — who  breaking  up  the  aphorism  into  two,  explains  (the  first 
half)  as  the  definition  of  Sense-perception, — has  to  explain  the  connection 
of  the  aphorism  (thus  interpreted)  with  the  former  declaration ; 

2.  and  also  in  what  part  of  the  declaration,  the  mere  statement  of 
the  definition  can  help  ;  and  also  the  reason,  for  the  definitions  of  Inference 
and  the  rest,  heing  not  stated. 

3.  It  is  not  that  these   (Inference,   &c,),  are  not  means   of  right 
notion ;  nor  can  it  be  held  that  they  are   included  in   "  Sense-perception" ; 
nor  lastly  (can  it  be  urged  that)  they  have  the  same  definition  (as  that  of 
Sense-perception ) . 

4.  Nor  again  can  these  be  (said  to  have  their  definitions)  indirectly 
implied  in  the  definition  of  "  Sense-perception."     Because,  it  is  yet  to  he 
proved  that  all    Means    of    Eight    Notion    are    preceded  by   "  Sense- 
perception." 

5.  Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  "  a  statement  of  the  definition  of  Sense- 
perception  is  not  possible  without  a  concomitant  implication  of  the   defini- 
tion of  Inference,  <fcc.  " ;  and  consequently  no  indirect  implication  of  these 
can  be  possible, 

6.  For  the  definition  of  Sense-Perception  cannot  give  any  idea  as  to 

&  There  are  two  factors  in  the  declaration,  i  (1)  that  the  Yeda  is  the  only  means  of 
know  ing  Duty  j  and  (2)  that  the  Veda  is  always  authoritative ;  and  doubtless  none  of 
these  two  propositions  ia  helped  by  the  definition  of  "  Sense-preception.'1 

*  "  Indirectly." — Since  all  other  means  of  knowledge  are  preceded  by  Sense- 
perception,  the  definition  of  this  latter  may  be  said  to  include  those  of  others  also. 

&  A  definition  can  be  said  to  imply  only  that,  in  the  absence  of  which  the  definition 
itself  remains  incomplete.  But  the  definition,  of  Sense-perception  is  not  incomplete 
withoat  that  of  Inference,  &e. 

6  When  the  definition  of  Sense-perception  gives  no  idea,  either  of  its  precedence  or 
non-precedence  of  Inference  jmd  the  rest,  ifc  is  as  reasonable  to  accept  the  one  as,  the 
other, 
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its  precedence  or  non-precedence  (to  other  means  of  Right  Notion) ;  and 
under  such  circumstances,  why  should  not  the  definition  of  Sense-perception 
be  taken  to  imply  the  fact  of  Inference,  &c.,  not  being  preceded  by  Sense- 
perception  ? 

7-8.  Nor  can  the  definition  of  Sense-preception  in  any  way,  give  an 
idea  either  of  the  specific  definition,  or  of  the  form,  or.  of  the  extent  (or 
limits),  of  these  (Inference,  &c.).  And  (if  it  be  urged)  that  "  these  are  not 
defined,  only  because  they  are  well-known  "  ;  then  that  would  apply  to  the 
case  of  Sense-perception,  also. 

8-9.  Thus  then,  the  aphorism  would  either  denote  the  exclusion  (of 
all  other  Means  of  Right  Notion)  ;  or  it  might  be  explained  as  uttered  by 
some  silly  person  :  for  an  intelligent  person  could  never  define  only  one 
among  many  such  Means.  And  further,  when  the  aphorism  can  reasonably 
be  construed  as  a  single  sentence,  it  is  not  proper  to  split  it  up  into  two. 

10-11.  Nor  is  even  Sense- Perception  clearly  defined  by  the  aphorism  ; 
because  the  definition  applies  equally  to  the  false  semblances  thereof 
(i.e.,  mistaken  Sense-perception) ;  for  the  definition  only  serves  to  set  aside 
"  Dream-perception,"  which  occurs  without  the  contact  of  the  senses  with 
their  objects.  If  (perception  be  defined  only  as  the  cognition)  following 
from  the  contact  (of  the  Senses)  with  an  object,  then  even  false  im- 
pressions would  become  included  in  the  definition, 

12.  The   definition  does  not  specify   the   contact  to  be  either  with 
something  perceptible,   or  with   something  else, — whereby  there  could  be 
any  such  specification  as  is  to  be  mentioned  hereafter. 

13.  It  was  only  when  the  author  of  the  Yritti  found  the   Aphorism 
(as  it  stood)  unable  to  signify  all  that  he   wished,  that  he  changed  the 
reading  of  the  aphorism  into  "  TatsamprayogS." 

14.  Therefore  (the  contact  not  being  specified),  the  character  of  Sense- 
perception  (as   defined  in   accordance  with  the  former  interpretation  of 
Bhavadasa)  would  belong  to  such  cognitions  of  objects   as  arise   from  the 
contact  of  the  Eye,  &c-,  with  some  other  object — (Sound,  f.  i.), 

f-8  Granted  that  Inference,  &c.,  are  invariably  preceded  by  Sense-perception;  even 
then  the  definition  of  Sense-perception  can  give  ns  no  idea  of  the  specific  definitions  of 
the  other  Means  of  Knowledge — Inference  and  the  rest. 

10-11  If  the  only  differentia  were  the  fact  of  being  produced  by  the  contact  of  the 
sense-organs  with  an  object,  then  only  dream-cognition  would  be  excluded,  and  all 
sorts  of  mistaken  perceptions,  &c,,  would  become  included  in  the  definition. 

AS  The  "  Specification  **  referred  to  is  the  changing  of  the  order  of  words  in  the 
a'phorism,  as  assumed  by  Bhavadasa.  The  definition  lays  down  mere  "  contact  of 
the  Sense-organs." 

18  The  -change  in  the  reading  makes  the  Sutra  imply  that  the  contact  is  with  that 
whereof  one  has  the  perception. 

1*  The"  eye  sees  an  object,  and  this  Perception  recalls  the  impressions  of  other 
objects  j  then,  these  latter  too, — being,  though  indirectly,  due  to  the  contact  of  the  eye, 
though  with  a  different  object^— would  come  to  be  included  in  "  Sense-perception." 
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15,  If  it  be  urged   that  "  in  that  ease  the  word  *  Satsamprayoffa  * 
0  contact ')  would  become  redundant," — (we  reply)  just  so,  that  is  what  the 
opponent  (of  the  "  Definition-theory  ")  urges, — as  aleo  the  deficiency  of  the 
definition  itself  (which  has  been  proved  just  to  be  too  Wide). 

16.  The  use  of  the  expression  Satsamprayoge  would  lie  in  excluding 
"  dream-perception,  &c."    Therefore  (in  this  aphorism)  to  the  unstated 
definition,  cannot  belong  the  character  either  of  "  direct  declaration,"  or  of 
"  supplementary  explanation." 

17-18.  Therefore  the  construction  (of  the  aphorism)  cannot  be  this  : 
"  To  the  cognition,  that  is  comprehended  on  the  contract  of  the  senses, 
belongs  the  character  of  Sense-perception ;  and  that  which  is  ordinarily 
known  as  such  *  Sense-perception  '  can  be  the  cause  of  the  apprehension 
of  only  that  which  e&ists ;  and  as  such  it  cannot  be  the  means  of  knowing 
duty/1 

19.  The  clause   "  Uvanlafahanakam  hi  tat "  in  the  Bhashya  is  not 
meant  to  signify  the  form  (or  definition)  (of  Perception) ;  what  the  author 
of  the  BhSshya  means  to  imply  is  the  special  form  of  Sense-perception, 
(by  which  it  cannot  be  the  Means  of  knowing  Duty). 

20.  (The  meaning  of  the  said  clause  being  that),  because  the  character 
of  consisting  in  the  apprehension  of  already    existing   objects    belongs    to 
Sense-perception,  therefore  from  this  well-known  character,  we  must  infer 
the  fact  of  its  not  being  the  Means  (of  knowing  Duty). 

21.  The  "fact  of  being  a  Perception"  is  the  reason  for  proving  the 

1*  This  shows  that  even  when  we  do  not  accept  the  "  definition "  theory,  the 
expression  "  Satsamprayogi  "  does  not  become  redundant. 

"  Therefore,  $"c." — Since  the  definition  la  not  mentioned  by  name,  in  the  Sutra, 
therefore  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  either  directly  mentioned,  or  supplementary  implied. 
The  form  of  the  direct  declaration  of  the  definition  would  be — "  That  which  is  Sense- 
perception  has  this  character  "  ;  and  the  form  of  the  Definition,  as  a  "  supplementary 
explanation,"  would  be,  "  That  which  has  snch  a  character  is  Sense-perception  "  3  and 
so  long  as  "  Definition"  has  not  been  mentioned  by  name,  it  cannot  be  either  the  one 
or  the  other* 

17.18  The  construction,  here  denied  is  that  which  has  been  put  on  the  Sutra  by 
Bhavadasa,  who  breaks  ib  up  into  two  parts ;  one  part  ending  with  "  Pratyakaham," 
which  he  takes  to  be  the  definition  of  Sense-perception,  and  the  rest  of  the  Sutra 
forming  the  second  part,  which  he  takes  as  precluding  the  fact  of  such  Perception  being 
the  means  of  knowing  Duty.  As  this  construction  necessitates  a  syntactical  split,  and 
as  there  are  other  objections  to  it  also  (as  noted  above),  the  Vixtika  denies  such  an 
interpretation  of  the  Sutra. 

81  These  arguments  are  thus  explained  in  the  Nyaya-ratnabara.  "Sense-percep- 
tion is  not  the  means,  because  it  consists  of  the  apprehension  of  already  existing  objects ; 
(1).  It  consists  of  the  apprehension  of  existing  objects,  because  it  is  brought  about  by 
direct  contact  in  the  present  j  (2).  It  is  brought  about  by  direct  contact  in  the  present, 
because  it  is  Sense -perception  ; "  (3).  The  Sat  in  "  8at»amprayoga  "  signifies  present  (con- 
tact) ;  and  the  contact  too  is  co-substrate  with  the  Perception.  Bhavadasa,  on  the  other 
hand,  has  explained  "  Sat-samprayvga"  as  *  contact  with  something  existing.'  Tht 
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rest  of  the  arguments ;  and  as  this  is  too  well  known  (to  need  any  explana- 
tion) in  the  case  of  our  Sense-perception,  it  is  explained  only  with  a  view 
to  the  Perception  of  the  Yogi. 

22.  The  connection  (of  the  Siitra  thns  interpreted)  with  the  principal 
subject   (or  proposition)  is  established  through  the  signification  of  the 
unauthoritative  character  of  all  other  Means  of  Bight  Notion,  (with  regard 
to  Duty),  the  non-authoritativeness  of  the  rest  (besides  Perception)  being 
proved  by  the  absence  of    premises   (which  could  only  be  derived  from 
Sense-perception). 

23,  The  unauthoritative  character  of  others  (besides  Sense-percep- 
tion) is  easily  comprehensible  (as  implied  by  such  character  of    Sense- 
perception  itself)  ;  and  hence  it  is  not  stated  (directly)  in  the  Sutra. 

23-24.  Nor  can  the  objection  of  the  unnecessary  character  of  the 
definition,  apply  (in  our  case) ;  nor  is  the  discrepancy  in  the  definition  of 
being  either  too  narrow  or  too  wide — applicable  to  our  case. 

24-25.  What  we  refer  to  is  such  character;  of  Sense-perception,  as 
is  well  known ;  and  then  too*  the  character  of  Sense-perception  does  not 
belong  to  miragic  (false)  perceptions  and  the  like,  And  as  for  the  chance 
of  these  latter  not  being  the  means  (of  knowing  Duty),  we  do  not  deny  it. 

26-28.     "  Even  objects  in  the  past  and  iu  the  future,  and  those  that  are 

second  half  of  the  Karika  is  added  in  order  to  guard  against  the  absence  of  corrobo- 
rating instances.  By  making  "  Yogio  Perception  "  the  major  term,  we  get  ordinary 
"Perception"  to  serve  as  a  corroborating  Instance  in  the  syllogism. 

**  The  Sutra,  as  interpreted  by  Bhavadasa,  has  been  shown  to  have  no  connec- 
tion with  the  Principal  Proposition  :  "  The  Teda  alone  is  the  means  of  knowing 
Duty  "  ;  and  the  present  Karika  explains  that  this  want  of  connection  does  not  apply 
in  oar  case ;  because  we  take  the  whole  Sutra  to  mean  only  that  Sense-perception  is 
not  the  means  of  knowing  Duty ;  and  this  implies  that  none  other  out  of  the  various 
•means  of  Bight  Notion — Inference  and  the  rest — can  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty  } 
because  all  these  latter  are  based  upon  premises  derived  from  Sense-perception,  which 
being  precluded  from  producing  any  knowledge  of  Duty,  precludes  the  applicability 
of  all  the  rest  5  and  thereby  serves  to  strengthen  the  original  proposition  that  "  Yeda 
alone  is  the  meanj  of  knowing  Duty." 

8*-**.  Because  we  do  not  interpret  the  aphorism  as  embodying  a  definition  of 
"  Sense-perception." 

88.86.  "What  we  mean  is  that  Sense-perception,  which  is  known  to  have  snch  a 
character,  cannot  be  the  means  of  knowing  Dnty.  **  Then  *' — i.e.,  by  referring  to  the 
well-known  character  of  Sense-perception. 

S&-88.  "  The  Perception  of  the  Yogis,  brought  about  by  contemplation,  touches  all 
kinds  of  objects,  even  those  of  the  past  and  the  like  ;  and  as  snch,  it  would  also  com-- 
prehend  Duty,  &c.,  as  held  by  the  Buddhists.  And  then  again,  the  naturally  omniscient 
senile  of  men  would  alao  come  to  comprehend  all  such  objects,  when  freed  from  the 
shackles  of  the  Body ;  and  thus  then  these  souls  would  also  come  to  perceive  Duty, 
Ac.,  as  held  by  the  Arhats."  In  reply  to  thesei  *h®  aphorism  has  brought  forward  the 
following  two  arguments,  aimed  against  the  amenability  of  Dnty,  Ac.,  to  Sense -percep- 
tion : — (1)  Duty  is  not  amenable  to  Sense-perception, — because  Sense-perception  con- 
sists in  the  comprehension  of  objects  in  the  present  time.  (2)  Duty  IB  not  amenable 
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extremely  subtile  in  character,  and  also  those  at  a  distance, — some  people 
hold  to  be  amenable  to  the  Sense-perception  of  Yogis,  and  to  that  of  the 
liberated  sonls ;  and  therefore  (1 )  the  premissing  of  the  fact  of  *  Sense- 
perception  consisting  of  the  comprehension  of  objects  existing  in  the 
present  time,'  becomes  inapplicable,  in  reference  to  such  Yogis,  &c.,  or 
(2)  the  reasoning  based  upon  the  future  character  (of  Duty)  would  be  con- 
tradicted by  the  fact  of  future  objects  being  perceptible  to  the  Yogis."  In 
order  to  avoid  these  two  contingencies,  Jaimini  has  added  "  Sat "  (present), 
-which  indicates  something  that  is  well  known. 

28-29.  The  Sense- perception  of  the  Yogis  too,  cannot  be  any  other 
than  what  is  ordinarily  known  as  such,  And  the  very  fact  of  these  being 
*  Sense-perception*  would  prove  the  fact  of  their  consisting  of  the  compre- 
hension of  objects  existing  at  the  present  time,  as  also  the  fact  of  their 
being  brought  about  by  present  contact ; — like  our  own  ordinary  Sense- 
perception. 

30-31-  The  notions  that  the  Yogis  have  with  regard  to  objects  not 
present,  Cannot,  for  that  very  reason,  be  called  "  Sense  perception ;" — 
just  like  Desire  or  Remembrance;  also  because  such  notions  of  Yogis 
(with  regard  to  remote  objects),  are  not  ordinarily  known  as  "Sense- 
perception^' — these  being  more  like  "  Fancy*1  than  anything  else.  And 
it  is  tVie  absence  of  both  that  is  signified  by  "  Sat  "  (present). 

32.    Just  as  ordinary  Fancy,  independently  of  Sense-perception  and 

to  Sense-perception, — because  ifc  is  as  yet  only  in  the  future.  The  fact  of  the  Yogis 
being  able  to  perceive  objects  of  the  past,  future,  &c.,  however,  goes  directly  against 
the  first  of  these  arguments ;  because  such.  Sense-perception  is  actually  found  not  to 
consist  in  the  comprehension  of  present  objects  alone.  The  second  argument  is  also 
contradicted  by  the  fact  that  the  Yogis  do  actually  perceive  future  objects ;  and  hence 
the  mere  future  character  of  Duty  is  not  enough  to  render  it  unamenable  to  Sense- 
perception.  The  addition  of  "sat"  (present),  however,  guards  against  both  these 
contradictions:  because  this  addition  restricts  "  Sense -percep  tion"  to  such  cases 
alone,  in  which  the  contact  of  the  senses  is  direct  and  at  the  present  time ;  and 
doubtless,  such  Perception  can  only  be  of  objects  that  exist  in  the  present. 

»8.i9  The  Perception  of  Yogis  cannot  be  different  from  what  is  ordinarily  known 
as  "  Perception "  ;  because  the  very  fact  of  its  being  Sense-perception  would  prove 
it  to  have  the  two  characteristics,  mentioned  in  the  last  note ; — The  form  of  the 
arguments  being — "  The  Perception  of  Yogis  consists  in  the  comprehension  of  objects 
existing  at  the  present  time,  and  is  produced  by  present  contact  j  *beoause  it  is  Sense  - 
perception,  like  any  ordinary  Sense -perception. 

t0.3l  "  For  that  very  reason" — i.e.,  on  account  of  such,  objects  not  existing  in  the 
present.  "Absence  of  loth'* — i.e.,  of  the  character  of  *' Perception,"  and  of  that 
"  Means  of  Right  Notion."  That  is  to  say,  the  "  sat "  in  "  Satsamprayoge  "  serves  to 
imply  that  the  Perception  of  the  Yogi  mentioned  above  is  not  true  Sense-perception , 
and  also  that  there  is  no  ground  for  accepting  such  Perception  to  be  authoritative. 

W  The  Vai^eshikas  assert  that  the  means  of  the  transcendental  vision  of  the 
Yogi  ia  not  the  ordinary  channel  of  Perception,  but  a  peculiar  faculty  developed  in 
him,  to  which  is  given  the  name  of  "Pratibha"  (Intuition  or  Fancy).  Against  this 
theory,  it  is  urged  that  we  come  across  such  intuitive  Perception  in  the  case  of  ordinary 
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the  other  (Means  of  Bight  Notion),  is  not  able  to  give  rise  to  any  definite 
idea,  so  also  would  be  the  Imagination  (or  Intnition)  of  the  Yogi. 
;  "v  33.  If  there  ever  was  a  sensnous  cognition,  produced  by  contact 
with  objects  not  existing  at  the  present  time, — then  alone  could  it  apply 
to  Duty,  which  is  yet  to  come.  And  it  was  for  these  reasons  that  Jaimini 
added  "  Sat." 

34.  Specially,  because,  Duty  is  not  perceptible,  prior  to  its  perform* 
ance ;  and  even  when  it  has  been  performed,  it  is  not  perceptible,  in  the 
character  of  the  means  of  accomplishing  particular  results. 

35.  And  again,  like  our  Sense-perception,  the  Sense-perception  of  the 
Yogis  too, — as  consisting  of  the  comprehension  of  objects  existing  at  the 
present  time,  and  as  having  the  character  of  "  Sense-perception," — cannot 
be  accepted  as  applying  to  Duty. 

36.  If  the  word  "  Sat "  were  removed,  how  could  we  get  at  the  denial 
of  the  character  of  (Sense-perception)  in  the  case  of  Yogic-perception,    on 
the  mere  ground  of  the  latter  being  brought  about  by  a  contact  not  at 
the  present  time  ? 

37.  Though  the  signification  of  "  Sat  "  could  be  got  at  through  the 

persons  also  ;  but  this  does  not  lead  us  believe  in  all  that  the  person  may  be  saying  j 
and  the  same  disbelief  may  also  affect  the  assertion  of  the  Yogi. 

&&  In  Karikas  26-28,  the  addition  of  f  sat  *  has  been  said  to  be  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  two  contingencies  therein  noted;,  and  Karika  32  concludes  the  explana- 
tion of  the  avoidance  of  the  first  of  those  contingencies.  "With  Karika  33  begins  the 
consideration  of  the  assertion  that  the  addition  of  '  sat f  serves  to  set  aside  the  con- 
tradiction due  to  the  amenability  of  future  objects  to  Yogic-percepfciou.  The  meaning 
of  the  Karika  is  that  the  word  'sat*  serves  to  set  aside  all  possibility  of  a  perception 
without  direct  contact  with  an  object  in  the  present. 

W  The  sacrifice  has  been  said  to  constitute  "  Duty,"  only  in  the  character  of  being 
the  means  to  certain  desirable  ends,  and  not  merely  as  appearing  in  the  ritual  j  hence 
even  when  though,  the  sacrifice  may  have  been  performed,  yet  it  does  not  yet 
manifest  its  aforesaid  character,  which  comes  to  be  manifested  at  some  remote  period 
of  time ;  and  as  such  it  can  never  be  amenable  to  Sense-perceptin  j  this  amenability  to 
Sense-perception  being  set  aside  by  the  addition  of  " sat"  which  restricts  "  Sense- 
perception"  only  to  such  cognitions  as  arise  from  the  direct  contact  of  the  organs  of 
Sense  with,  objects  existing  at  the  present  time.  Such  contact  is  not  possible  in  the 
case  of  Dutyj  because  Duty  does  not  manifest  itself  in  its  true  character,  until  the 
performer  is  dead,  and  there  are  no  Sense-organs  left,  with  which  there  could  be  any 
contact. 

85  The  Perception,  of  Yogis t  consisting  of  the  comprehension  of  objects  existing  at 
the  present  time,  cannot  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty ;  and  it  cannot  be  such  means, 
also  because  even  the  Perception  of  Yogis  is  only  t(  Sense -perception  "  after  all  j  and  as 
such,  cannot  apply  to  such  transcendental  objects,  as  Duty  and  the  like, 

$1  The  Causative  Locative  would  imply  *-hat  the  "  contact "  must  be  the  one  at  the 
present  time  j  as  no  cansativeness  can  belong  to  either  the  past  or  the  f  ature.  Though 
such  is  the  fact,  yet  some  people  assume  that  the  perceptions  of  Yogis,  belong  to  the 
past  and  the  future  also ;  and  it  is  with  a  view  to  remove  this  misconception  that  "  Sat " 
has  been  added. 
10 
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{cansatire)  Locative  (in  u  Samprayoge  "  ),  yet  the  assumptions  of  others 
have  to  be  negatived ;  and  hence  the  addition  by  Jaimini. 

38-3D.  The  word  "  Sam  "  is  nsed  in  the  sense  of  "  proper  (or  right)  n  j 
rvnd  it  serves  to  preclude  all  fanlty  *  prayoga/  And  by  "  prayoga  "  is  here 
ineant  tha  "functioning"  of  the  senses  with  reference  to  their  objects. 
In  the  case  of  the  perception  of  silver  in  mother-o-peavl,  the  functioning 
of  the  Sense-organ*  i*  fanlty ;  and  hence  such  perceptions  become  precluded 
(by  the  prefix  *  Sam  '  ), 

39.  In  this  way,  the  Sutra  may  be  taken  as  a  mere  statement  of  the 
definition  (of  Sense-perception). 

40-41,  The  Bauddhas  have  urged  that  "  The  eye  and  the  ear  naturally 
functioning  without  direct  contact  with  the  object,  the  *  contact/  that  you 
have  put  into  your  definition,  as  the  common  factor  in  all  Sense-percep- 
tion^ dannot  be  accepted  to  be  so ;  and  even  if  we  grant  the  functioning 
ovf  -these  by  contact,  there  could  (in  the  case  of  the  Eje  and  the  Ear) 
be  uo  intercepted  perception  ;  nor  could  an  object  larger  than  the  Sense- 
organ,  be  perceived, — as  we  find  to  be  the  case  with  the  skin,  &c."  . 

42-43.  But  all  this  does  not  militate  against  our  theory,  because  we 
have  explained  "prayoga"  as  mere  'function;'  or  we  may  explain 
'•  Saiuprayoga  "  as  '  confrontation  ;  *  or  again  "  Samprayoga  "  may  be  taken 
only  as  a  peculiar  capability,  indicated  by  the  effect.  But  it  is  only  after 
you  have  subdued  the  Sdnkhyas,  &c.,  that  you  can  seek  to  subvert  the 
"•  Contact  Theory." 

44.  These  two  (the  Eye  and  the  Ear)  function  through  contact,— 
because  they  are  organs  of  Sense,  like  those  of  touch  and  the  rest.  On 

M  When  the  words  are  explained  in  the  above  manner,  the  Sutra  may  be  taken  to 
mean  the  denial  of  the  causality  of  Sense-perception  towards  a  Knowledge  of  Duty, 
after  having  pointed  out  ifcs  definition  5  and  in  that  case,  none  of  the  objections  brought 
against  Bhavadasa's  interpretation  would  have  any  force.  Because  BhavadSsa  has 
explained  "  Satsamprayoga "  as  "  contact  with  any  existing  thing,"  which  makes  the 
definition  too  wide,  &OM  &c. 

40.41  "Intercepted  or  remote  Perception  "— i.e.,  The  cognition  in  snch  cases  as—"  We 
hear  this  sound  at  a  distance,"  "  I  see  that  object  at  a  distance/1  and  the  like. 

«-«•  We  do  not  explain  "  prayoga1*  as  contact;  hence  the  objections  urged  by  the 
Buddhist  do  not  affect  us. 

"•Confrontation  "—i.e.,  the  object  directly  facing  the  Sense-organ.  If  either  of  these 
interpretations  be  accepted,  the  Buddhist  objections  cease  to  have  any  force. 

4*  This  sets  forth  the  arguments  in  support  of  the  "  contact  theory."  «  On  the  other 
hand,  $*c."  To  the  syllogism  there  is  an  objection,  that  the  eye,  which  is  in  the  body, 
cannot  possibly  have  any  contact  with  tha  objects,  that  are  at  a  distance  from  the  body. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  S&nkhyas  hold  the  senses  to  be  only  modifications  of  Self. 
consciousness,  the  cause  of  Sense-perception  being  the  fact  that  the  function  or  Action 
of  the  Sense-organ  proceeds  out  of  the  eye,  and  touches  the  object,  which  comes  thereby 
to  be  perceived  j  and  certainly  there  can  be  no  objection  against  this  invisible  function 
or  energy  going  forth  from  the  body. 
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the  other  hand,  some  people,  declare  that  the  functioning  of  these  is 
exterior  to  the  body. 

45.  And  the  medication  too  that  is  done  to  the  substratum  (in  the 
body—the  eye  f.i.), — is  only  such  embellishment  (of  the  substrate)  as  goes 
to  purify  that  which  is  supported  (i<?.,  the  faculty  or  function  of  vision). 

46-47.  And  the  embellishment,  even  when  belonging  to  a  part  of  the 
body,  pervades  the  whole  of  it ;  as  we  find  that  aids  to  the  foot  are  found 
to  help  the  eye.  For  these  reasons,  the  mere  fact  of  embellishment  cannot 
always  establish  the  location  of  the  Sense-organ  therein. 

47-48.  The  external  functioning  of  these  two  (the  Eye  and  the  Ear) 
are  said  to  be  gradually  expanding  outwards  without  interruption  j  and  it 
is  for  this  reason  that  objects  even  larger  than  the  organ  itself  are 
perceived,  in  accordance  with  the  magnitude  of  the  functioning,  in  its 
various  parts.  And  in  the  same  manner,  there  would  be  a  perception  of 
remote  objects  also. 

49.  Just  as  the  light  of  the  lamp  is  extinguished  on  the  destruction  of 
the  lamp,  so  to  the  faculty  (of  the  Sense),  even  when  outside,  is  destroyed 
on  .the  destruction  of  the  substratum  (the  Eye). 

50.  On  the  closing  of  the  substratum  (the  organ),  though  the  faculty 
exists,   yet  being   disjoined    from   any  effort  of  the  soul,     it   does   not 
apprehend  objects,  which  thus  cease  to  be  perceived  by  the. Soul. 

51.  The  notion  of  "  interception"  too,  is  with  reference  to  the  body. 
"With  regard  to  Sound  however,  the  notions  of  "  excess  "  and  "  interception  " 
are  mistaken  ones ;  because  of  the  impossibility  of  these  (in  the  case  of 
Sound). 

*«-*/  The-fanction  of  the  eye  operates  without  abandoning  its  position  in  the  eye- 
Just  like  the  light  of  a  lamp.  Hence  medication  to  the  eye  aids  the  faculty  of  .vision, 
though  the  former  is  external  to  it;  just  as  we  find  that  the  rubbing  of  oil  to  the  soles 
of  the  foot  improve  the  vision. 

47.48  Like  a  ray  of  light,  the  stretch  of  vision  goes  on  gradually  expanding  ;  and  the 
range  of  vision  depends  upon  the  extent  of  this  stretch,  which  terminates  at  the  object, 
beyond  which  the  vision  does  not  proceed. 

«  This  anticipates  the  following  objection !  "  If  the  faculty  of  vision  function 
outside  the  eye,  how  is  it  that  vision  ceases  when  the  physical  organ  is  destroyed  ?  " 

w  Though  on  the  closing  of  the  eye,  the  faculty  of  vision  continues  all  the  same, 
yet  it  is  only  when  it  is  aided  by  an  effort  of  the  person  that  it  succeeds  in  apprehending 
objects  ;  hence  though  it  exists,  even  when  the  eye  is  closed,  yet  it  does  not  lead  to 
any  perception. 

W  Because  in  reality,  there  can  be  no  interception  of  an  omnipresent  function— such 
as  we  hold  the  functions  of  the  Senses  to  be.  "  With  regard  to  sound,  $"c"  This  is  said 
in  accordance  with  the  Mimanaa  theory,  The  Sankhya-  theory  is  that  the  function 
of  the  ear  goes  out  to  where  the  perceptible  Sound  exists  5  and  thus,  iu  this  case  also, 
as  in  that  of  the  eye,  the  notion  of  interception  must  be  explained  in  the  Section  of 
Sound.  The  Sankhya  doctrine  has  been  stated  at  length,  only  with  a  view  to  establish 
the  "  contact  theory  '  in  opposition  to  the  Buddhist $  and  not  as  an  exposition  of  the 
author's  own  view* 


52.  The  words  "  Person  "  and  "  Sense-organs  "  (ia  the  Siitra)  have 
been  construed  by  means  of  transposition  (in  the  Bhashya). 

52-53.  The  "  Person  "  (here  meant)  may  be  either  the  one  ordinarily 
known  as  such,  01*  the  one  whose  existence  is  to  be  proved  in  this  treatise. 
Such  modification  of  (the  person)  as  consists  of  consciousness,  does  not 
militate  against  his  eternal  character. 

53-54.  By  "  cognition-production  "  is  meant  that  "  cognition  becomes 
authoritative  as  soon  as  ifc  is  produced."  In  the  case  of  all  causes,  we  find 
that  their  operation  is  something  apart  from  their  birth  (or  manifestation). 
In  order  to  preclude  such  character  from  the  Means  of  Bight  Notion 
(Cognition),  the  word  **  production  "  has  been  added. 

55.  N'ot  even  for  a  moment  does  the  cognition  continue  to  exist ;  nor 
is  it  ever  produced  as  doubtful  (or  incorrect)  ;  and  as  such,  it  can  never 
subsequently  operate  towards  the  apprehension  of  objects,  like  the  Senses,  &c. 

56.  Therefore  the  only  operation   of   Cognition,  with  regard  to  the 
objects,  consists  in  its  "being  produced ;  that  alone  is  Eight  Notion  (Prama)  ; 


W  The  Bhashya  passage  liere  referred  to  ia  this :  "  Indriyarihasamlandhe  hi  yd 
purushasya  buddhirjdyate  " — which  transposes  the  order  of  words  in  the  Sutra. 

6a.63  «  One  ordinarily  "known  as  such" — i.e.y  the  Body.  The  Karika  anticipates  the 
following  objection :  "  If  the  Person  be  the  Body,  then  he  can  have  no  perception, 
since  this  latter  is  insentient ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  by  *  Person '  be  meant  the  8oul, 
then  this,  having  a  modification  in  the  shape  of  the  Perception,  would  come  to  be 
modifiable,  and  hence  non-eternal."  The  first  half  of  the  Karika  means  that  we  do 
not  mean  to  discuss  this  question  here,  as  it  is  not  germane  to  the  present  aphorism 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  by  "  Person  "  we  understand  the  Soul,  and  this  cannot 
be  said  to  be  non-eternal,  on  account  of  the  Perception;  because  it  is  not  such 
modifications  that  constitute  transitoriness. 

63.6*  The  meaning  ia  that  Perception  is  no  sooner  produced,  than  it  directly  becomes 
the  means  of  right  notion ;  and  it  depends  upon  no  other  operation  than  its  own ' 
appearance. 

W  It  is  only  something  that  has  continued  existence  even  for  some  time,  that  can 
have  any  ofcher  function  besides  its  birth.  Sense-perception  however  is  no  sooner 
produced  than  past  and  gone  ;  and  as  no  trace  is  left  of  it,  that  could  carry  on  further 
operations,  as  soon  it  is  born,  it  becomes  absolutely  certain  and  beyond  doubt.  There- 
fore the  apprehension  of  the  object  being  thus  accomplished  by  the  mere  appearance 
of  Perception,  this  latter  cannot,  for  this  very  reason,  have  any  subsequent  functions, 
as  its  sole  purpose  lies  in  the  apprehension  of  objects;  and  this  having  been  accom« 
plished  by  its  mere  appearance,  it  stands  in  need  of  no  further  operations.  "  That  it 
will,  $"c." — i.e ,  as  it  is  not  produced  as  doubtful,  it  cannot  have  any  subsequent 
operation  to  go  through,  for  the  apprehension  of  objects,  as  the  Senses  have  got  to  do. 

66  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  How  can  the  cognition — which,  as 
you  say,  is  devoid  of  action— be  either  a  means  in  general,  or  the  means  of  aright  notion 
in  particular  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  we  do  postulate  an  action  for  the  cogni- 
tion, viz :  the  action  of  leing  produced ;  and  its  effect — right  notion — too  is  the  manifesta- 
tion of  the  object ;  and  through  the  fact  of  its  giving  rise  to  such  a  result,  in  the  shape 
of  right  notion  with  regard  to  the  particular  object,  the  cognition  itself  come*  to  be 
tlie  Moans  of  Right  Notion  (Praniana). 
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and  the  cognition  itself  as  accompanied  by  this  Right  Notion  is  the  Means 
(of  Right  Notion :  Pramana). 

57.  This  "  being  produced f>  too  has  been  explained  by  the  author 
of  the  Bhashya,  as  identical  (with  the  cognition  itself).     Aud  it  has  also 
been  made  the  qualification  of  cognition  (sensuous),  in  order  to  differen- 
tiate it  from  all  past  and  future  (cognitions). 

58.  Even  if  "  production  "  were  only  a  permanent  relation  (that  of 
inherence),  as  held  by  the  VaigSshikas ; — the  mainf  estation  of  this  relation 
would  depend,  upon  the  senses ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  it  is  called 
"sensuous  '*  (belonging  to  the  senses). 

59.  The  character  of  the  Means  (of  Eight  Notion)  or  that  of  the 
Result  (Right  Notion),   may  be   attributed  to  any  factor,  as  one  may 
please  ;  but  in  any  case,  Sense-perception  cannot  be  the  means  (of  knowing 
Duty),   because    of  its  consisting  of    the   comprehension  of    something 
existing  at  the  present  time. 

60.  The  Means  of  Right  Notion  may  be  (1)   either  the  sense,  or 
(2)  the  contact  of  the  sense  with  the  object,  or  (3)  the  contact  of  the 
mind  with  the  senses,  or  (4)  the  connection  of  the  mind  with  the  Soul, 
or  (5)  all  these,  collectively. 

61.  la  all  cases,  cognition  alone    would   be  the   Result;    and  the 
character  of  the   Meana  would  belong  to  the  foregoing,  on  account  of 
their  operating  (towards  cognition) ;  for  when   there  is  no  operation  of 
these,  then  the  Result,  in  the  shape  of  cognition  is  not  brought  about. 

62.  The  contact  of  the  sense  with  the  object  is  not  with  the  whole 
of  it ;  and  hence  tkere  is  no  chance  of  the  perce  ption  of  all  objects  by 
means  of  a  single  Sense-organ,  for  those    that    hold   the  character  of 
Pramana  to  belong  to  the  senses  ; 

63.  Because  they  do  not  hold  the  relation  of  the  sense  to  consist 

W  The  Bhishya  passage  here  referred  may  be  eitfeer— "IS  luddhirjayatt  tat 
pratyaksham " — or  the  subsequent  passage-***  BuMhirvd  $anma  va,  &c."  If  only 
4C  cognition"  were  stated,  then.  "  Sense-percepbion  "  trould  become  applicable  to  cogni- 
tions of  past  and  future  objects  j  the  addition  of  "  jauma  *"  however  serves  to  exclude 
these, — the  meaning  being  "  the  cognition  as  jproducedi.*' 

*8  Even  if  we  accept  the  Ya^jSshika  theory  that  production  censisfcs  of  inherence 
ia  the  cause, — the  production  th.ua  being  something  diff  erent  from  tha  cause, — evea 
then,  this  relation  of  Inherence  cauld  not  be  manifested,  except  through  the  agency 
of  the  Sense-organs ;  and  as  such,  this  production*  is  rightly  called  "  sensuous." 

•1  "  When  there  is  no  operation  " — aa  during  sleep. 

**  To  the  theory  of  "the  contact  of  the  sense  with  the  object  being  the  Means 
of  Right  Notion/1  some  people  object  that,  ia  that  case,  the  sense  of  touch  would  give 
rise  to  the  cognition  of  colour;  as  the  sole  cause  of  cognition,  according  to  the 
aforesaid  theory,  is  contact  with  the  object  cognised  ;  and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the 
sense  of  touch  has  contact  with  the  colour  of  a  material  object, 

68  This  Karika  ia  thus  explained  in  the  Kdgika :  —The  objection  urged  in  62  would 
apply  to  this  theory,  if  the  relation  of  the  Sease-orgau  with  the  object  were  held  to  bo 
More  'contact^  aa  being  the  Means  of  Kight  Kotim.  But  such  ijt  not  thu  case  ;  aluee 
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in  wen.  contact;  and  they  deny  slock  a  relation  simply  with  a  view  ta 
avoid  the  absurdity  of  the  sense  of  Touch,  which,  is  a  means  (of  a  parti* 
cular  class  of  perception),  giyfng  rise  to  the  cognition  of  colour* 

64s.  Just  as-in.tho  accomplishment  of  the  Pramana,  the  only  cause  ia 
tlie  fixed  relatioa  of. the  Sense  and  the  Object,  through  their  inborn  amena- 
bility (to  one  another),  so  would  it  also  be  in  the  case  of  the  Result. 

65*  Though_  the. .  contact  resides  equally  in  both  (the  Sense  and  the 
object),  yet,  it-is  only  proper -that  it  should  be  mentioned  as  residing  only 
in  one  of  the  two.  Or  the  Sense  may  be  taken  as  the  only  uncommon 
substratum  of  the  relation. 

66.  "  If  (the  cognition  were  due)  to  the  contact  of  the  mind  with  the 
Soul,  then  there  would  be  no  co-objectivity  between  the  Means  of  Eight 

it  is  held  that  such  means  ia  the  '  contact *  as  qualified  by  capability  or  applicability  ; 
and  this  "  capability JJ  ia  to  be  inferred,  in  accordance  with  the  effect  produced.   There- 
fore to  that  alone,  which  comprehends  an  object  on  its  contact  with  the  Sense-organ, 
"  longs  the  "  capability  "  or  applicability  of  the  "  contact."  < 

11  In  order  to  avoid,  $rc" — "  The  meaning  ia  this :  He,  who  holds  the  cognition  itaelf 
to  be  the  means,  and  thus  declares  *  contact '  to  be  the  means  of  this  means, — thereby 
denying  the  character  of  Pramana  to  the  *  contact '— ,  even  to  such  a  theorist,  the 
*  contact1  remains  unspecified  j  and  as  such,  it  belongs  to  all  the  Sense-organs  5  and  thus 
thera  would  he,  in  this  case  also,  the  absurdity  of  the  per  ceptibility  of  forms  and 
colours"  by  means  of  the  Sense  of  Touch.  Therefore  in  order  to  avoid  this  absurdity, 
which  is  common  to  the  two  theories,  both  of  them  must  deny  the  fact  of  the  relation 
of  the  Sense-organ  and  the  object  consisting  in  mere  *  contact/  " — KagiJta. 

ft*  In  the  latter  theory,  noted  in  the  foregoing  note,  the  upholders  declare  the 
cognition  itself  to  be  the  Pramana  or  the  Heans  of  Eight  Notion,  and  as  a  cause  of  this, 
they  lay  down  the  aforesaid  applicability,  through  propriety  of  the  contact  of  the  Sense- 
organ  with  the  object  perceived, — the  absurdity  urged  above,  being  avoided,  on 
account  of  the  inapplicability  of  one' sense  to  the  objects  of  other  senses.  The  Karika 
means  that  the  same  means  of  getting  clear  of  the  absurdity  would  also  apply  to  the 
theory  in  which  the  contact  is  held  to  be  the  means  of  cognition,  which  latter  is  held 
to  be  tbe  Result,  and  not  the  Means, 

«&  The  objection  is  that  the  contact  resides  as  much  in  the  Sense  as  in  the  object  ; 
and  nnder  the  circumstances,  why  should  it  be  attributed  solely  to  the  Sense  ?  The 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that  such  specification  is  not  always  wrong — as  for  instance,  the 
Father  of  REma  and  Lakshmana  is  rightly  called  "  the  Father  of  Bama."  "  Or  Hie 
«cn,i>'<y,  $"c." — this  supplies  another  explanation  of  the  specification  :  The  word  "  Sense- 
perception,"  as  here  used,  means  "  concrete  (definite)  cognition ; "  and  what  ia  specially 
related  to  this  cognition  alone  is  the  sense  only ;  while  the  object,  is  also  related  to 
Inference,  and  the  other  Means  of  Bight  Kotion. 

86  The  Sense  of  the  objection  is  that  in  the  theory  of  the  contact  of  the.  Sense  and 
£he  Object  being  the  means  of  cognition,  we  have  a  oo- objectivity  of  the  Means  (the 
gontactj  with  the  Result  (cognition),  both  of  which  belong  to  the  object  of  cognition. 
|n  the  theory  of  the  contact  of  the  mind  and  Soul  being  the  cause  of  cognition,  there 
can  be  no  such  co-objectivity,  as  the  Means  (the  contact)  belongs  either  to  the  Soul  or 
te  Mind,  while  the  Result  (cognition)  belongs  to  the  object.  The  meaning  of  the  reply 
is  that  bince  both  the  contact  and  the  cognition  operate  upon  the  object  of  cognition 
itself,  thore  cau  bo  no  waut  of  ao- 
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Notion,  and  its  Result."    It  is  not  so;  because  both  operate  upon  the 
same  object  (of  cognition). 

67*  And  if  (by  "  co-objectivity  ")  you  mean  i  co«substrateness '  (i.e., 
the  sameness)  of  the  substratum,  which  is  something  other  than  the  object 
of  cognition, — then  the  cognition  residing  in  the  Soul  becomes  naturally 
eo-substrate  (with  its  means,  vfe.,  the  contact  of  the  mind  and  the  Soul). 

68.  Being  the  best  means,  on  account  of  close  proximity  (co-substrate- 
ness),  this  (the  contact;  of  the  mind  and  Soul)  is  the  only  Means  of  Right 
Perception ;  and  hence  the  true  character  of  the  Means  of  Right  Notion, 
can  belong  to  no  other  agency. 

69.  If  such  character  of  the  Means  of  Right  Notion  be  attributed  to 
all  the  agencies  (noted  in  Karika  60)  taken  collectively,  there,  can  be  no 
objection  to  it.     And  for  one,  to  whom  the  Sense  is  the   Means   of   Right 
Notion,  the  sameness  of  the  object  is  clear. 

70.  When  to  the  cognitions  of  the  qualification  and  the  qualified,   are 
attributed,  respectively,  the  characters  of  the  Means  (of  Right  Notion)  and 
the  Result,  then  too  the  objection  of  the  diversity  of  objects,  would  be  set 
aside  in  the  aforesaid  manner. 

71-72.  When  the  object  of  cognition  is  the  qualification  itself,  then  the 
abstract  (or  undefined)  perception  subsequently  gives  rise  to  a  definite 
cognition ;  and  in  this  case  the  character  of  Pramana  belongs,  to  the 
undefined  Perception,  and  that  of  the  Result,  to  the  subsequent  definite 
(or  concrete)  cognition. 

72.  When,  however,   there  is  no  definite  cognition,  then  the  char- 
acter of  Pramana  could  not  belong  (to  the  foregoing  undefined  percep- 
tion); because  of  its  not  bringing  about  any  definite  idea  with  regard  to 
any  object. 

73.  If  the  character  of  Pramana  were  attributed  to  the  cognition 
of  the  qualified  object,  then  the  character  of  the  Result  would  belong  to 
the  determination  of  shunning^  &c.     And  if  it  be  urged  that  these  two 

**  la  this  theory,  the  cognition  nnd  its  means  (the  contact)  are  found  to  inhere  in 
the  same  base — mz.,  the  Soul ;  and  therefore  saoli  contact  is  the  best  means  of 
cognition. 

M  "  All  these  taken  collectively  " — The  contact  of  the  Soul  with  the  mind  is  preceded 
by  the  contact  of  the  mind  with  the  Sense-organ,  which  latter  is  preceded  by  the 
contact  of  the  Sense-organ  with  the  object  perceived, 

?°  In  the  theory  of  cognition  being  the  means,  the  concrete  cognition  of  an  object 
is  preceded  by  the  cognition  of  its  qualifications  :  and  -in  this  theory,  the  latter  is  held 
to  be  the  Result,  and  the  former,  the  Means  ;  and  the  cognition  of  the  qualification 
having  its  purpose  in  the  cognition  of  the  qualified  object,  we  have  the  co-objectirely 
of  these,  on  account  of  the  co-substrateness  of  their  operations. 

7&  "  Shunning,  $"c.,"  t.e.,  shunning,  accepting,  and  disregarding.  If  the  objector 
insists  upon  the  character  of  the  Eesult  being  attributed  to  that  which  follows  iwwwe- 
diately  after  the  Means,  then,  in  that  case,  we  would  accept  the  rememlerance  to  be  the 
Btsult, 
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(the  determination  to  shun,  &o.,  and  the  cognition  of  the  qualified  ofc/ert) 
are  intercepted  by  the  remembrance  of  the  desirable  character  or  other- 
wise (of  the  object  cognised  ),—  then  we  -would  declare  this  (remem- 
brance) itself  to  be  the  Result. 

74  He  (i.e.,  the  Bauddha),—  who,  desiring  co-objectivity  (between 
the  Means  and  the  Result),  asserts  the  Result  (cognition)  itself  to  be 
the  Pramana,—  would  be  contradicting  the  well-known  distinction  between 
the  Cause  and  the  Effect  :  — 

75.  As,  when  the  axe  is  applied  to  the  khadira  wood,  the  cutting 
does  not  belong  to  a  log  of  the  PalSsa  —  so  (we  see  that)  in  ordinary 
experience,  there  is  no  identity  between  the  axe  (the  means)  and  the  cut 

(the  result). 

76.  If  co-objectivity  happens  to  please  you,  by  domg  away  with 
the  distinction  (between  the  Means  and  the  Result),—  through  the  rejec- 
tion of  such  identity,  the  said  distinction  would  be-  equally  pleasmg  to 
others  (the  Naiyayikas). 

77.  li    you  assume  that  the  attribution   of   the  character  oE    the 
Means  'to  the  Result,  is  indirect  (or  Secondary),—  then  would  not  others 
be  able,  somehow  or  other  (indirectly),  to  assume  the  desired  conjee. 

tivitv  also  ?  ,      .         , 

78  The  result  being  the  specification  of  the  object,  the  character 
of  Pramana  belongs,  according  to  us,  to  that  which  immediately  precedes 
it  ;  and  so,  if  the  cognition  be  said  to  be  the  Pramana,  then  the  Result 
must  be  held  to  be  something  else. 

79  It  is  not  proper  to   atbribute  the   character   of  the  result  to 
«Self-recognition,"-as  this  will  be  refuted  later  on  ;  nor  is  it  proper  to 

16  The  mere  fact  of  any  one  theory  pleasing  yonr  fancy  cannot  serve  as  an  argu. 
mentmits  support;  for  such  grounds  could  be  urged  in  support  of  the  most  absurd 

the°?«  WoM  not,  fr.  "-As  we  have  shown  above,  the  oo-obje  ctivity,  through  opera- 

^'•n  "If  the  Result  be-  the  specification  of  the  object  of  cognition,  then  the 
Pram**  would  be  the  contact  of  the  mind  and  the  soul,  to.,  as  the  factors  immediately 
iTedSe  said  Result.  But  if  the  cognition  be  held  to  be  the  »*»«,«,  then 
PT  character  of  tru***  would  also  belong  to  abstract  cognitions,  the  subsequent 
concrete  Cition  (in  the  shape  of  the  cognition  of  the  specific  properties,  to.),  bung 


theory  U   that   "Cognition  in  the  shape  of  the_  object 
i.*,  the  forms  of  red,  y.Ko»,  to.,  imprmted  upon  cognition-is  what  u   told 
-  because  on  tbi*  is  based  all  differential  mfco  Bed,  yellow,  &c.,  and  the 
^r^itSelf.^™,-;.*,  the  comprehension  of  the  cogmUon  .* 
e  external  objects  are  the  objects  cognised."     This  theory  of      Self- 
s  refuted  in  the  "VijnavSda"  section  of  the  Yartika  where  it  »   shown 
tioai.only»Moto  apprehend  the  external  forms  of  objects    and  also 

te  oge  tta*  ««•  P'odaoe  ia  th8  °0gnifciutl  itS6lf  '  be°an8e  rT 
recognition"  as  held  above  would  imply  contradictory  actiona  m  itself. 
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state  the  "  form  of  the'bbject  "  to  be  the  Pramana,  because  of  the  diver- 
sity of  objects. 

80.  The  '  form  of  itself  *  (t  e.,  of  the  cognition  itself)  is  not  found 
to  be  anything,  other  than  '  Self-recognition,' — which  could  be  said  to  be  the 
Pramana  with  regard  to  '  Self-recognition  *  as  the  Result. 

81.  Nor  can  the  4  form  of  the  cognition  itself '  be  defined,  (or  speci- 
fied) without  another  *  form ' ;  and  so  again  of  this  latter,  and  so  forth, 
there  would  be  no  end  of  *  forms.* 

82.  The  '  form  of  the  cognition '  too  can  have  no  existence,  unless 
it  is  defined  (or  specified).     In  the  case  of  the  form  of  the  object  being 
the  object  of  apprehension,  however,  we  find  no  other  apprehender  (and  as 
such  there  could  be  no  specification). 

83.  The  mind  being  a  Sense-organ,  the  idea  of  pleasure,  <fcc.,  is  also 
1  Sense-perception,'  because  it  is  only  when  in  contact  with  the  mind,  that 
the  soul  experiences  them. 

84.  It  is  only  au  object  existing  at  the  present  time,  that,  being  in 
contact  with  the  eye,  <fec.,  can  be  apprehended ;    and    the  object  thus 

"Diversity  of  objects  " — you  hold  fclie  Pramana  to  be  in  the  shape  of  the  object;  and 
this  Pramana  has  got  the  object  of  cognition  for  its  object;  and  the  objects  of 
cognition  too  are  Red,  Bluet  &o.  Thns  then  the  form  of  the  object  comes  to  have  the 
object  itself  for  ite  object ;  while  "  Self-recognition  "  has  cognition  for  its  object, — thus 
there  being  a  diversity  of  objects  between  the  Pramana  and  its  Result.  "  . 

80  This    Karika  attacks    the  "Yogacara"  position.     The  Yogacaras   hold   that 
cognition  is  naturally  pure,  and  as  snch  comprehends  itself  in  the  form  of  Red,  Blue, 
&c.,  which  has  been  imprinted  upon  it  by  external  impressions,   thns  doing  away  with 
the  necessity  of  external  objects ;  and  as  such,  the  "  form  of  the  cognition  "   itself  is 
held  to  be  the   Pramana,  the  form  of  the  object  being  the  object  cognised,  and  "  Self- 
recognition  "  being  the  Kesnlt.    The  sense  of  the  ref  atation  of  this  theory  is  that  the 
"  form  of  cognition "  is  the  same  as  the   "  Recognition  by  the  cognition   of  itself  j  " 
and  this  being  the  Resnlt,  cannot,  at  the  same  time,  be  the  Pramdna. 

81  "  la  the  *  form  of  itself  *  definite  or  indefinite  ?  If  indefinite,  no  such  form  exists. 
If  definite,  then  as  any  one  form  cannot  be  defined  by  itself,  we  would  have  to  assume 
another  form  ;  and  so  on,  ad  infinitum" — Kdqika. 

8*  "It  has  been  urged  that  the  form  of  the  object  as  identified  with  the  cognition,  is 
held  to  the  object  of  apprehension  j  but  this  cannot  be ;  because  such  an  object  cannot 
be  apprehended  by  the  cognition,  because  of  the  absnrdity  of  any  operation  in  itself; 
and  we  cannot  find  any  other  agent  that  would  apprehend  such  an  object,  of  which, 
we  would  thus  come  to  have  a  negation  " — Ka$ikd. 

83  It  is  urged  by  the  opponent — "you  too  will  have  to  postulate  the  Self -recognition 
of  Cognition,  in  the  case  of  the  feelings  of  pleasure  and  pain,  which  are  not  directly 
perceptible  by  any  of  the  Sense-organs."  The  reply  to  this  is  that  we  sail  clear  of 
auoh  a  contingency,  by  postulating  mind  as  a  distinct  Sense-organ,  whereby  pleasure 
and  pain  are  directly  perceived. 

8*  "The    Saugataa    hold  that     Sense-perception  apprehends  only  specific  objects  ; 

while  the  Vedantists  hold  that  it  apprehends   only  the  generic   character  (the  class 

to  which  the  object  belongs).     Hence   the   definition   given   in   the   Sutra  is  different 

from  both ;   inasmuch  as  it  does  not  make  any  definite  assertion  with  regard  to  the 
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apprehended  may  be  either  generic  or  specific, — and  hence  it  is  not 
cnlarly  declared  to  be  either  the  one  or  the  other. 

85.  Whatever    definitions  are    given,  no  Sense-perception,  of 
ordinary  character  (t.e.,  not  of  Yogis,  &c.)>  can  be  the  Means  (of 
Duty), — because  it  consists  of  the  comprehension  of  objects  existing  at 
present  time. 

86.  If  Sense-perception  be  said  to  consist  in  abstract  (or  undefined.) 
cognition,  then  as  a  matter  of  course,  it  cannot  be  the  Means  (of  knowing- 
Duty)  •  because  the  relation  of  Cause  and   Effect,  is  not  apprehend edl 
without  specification   (i.e.,   without  the  com  prehension  of  qualification^., 
which  is  wanting  in  all  undefined  cognitions). 


87.  "  flow  can  Inference,  <fcc.,  be  said  to  be  preceded  by  Sense-per- 
ception, when  Sense-perception  itself  is  declared  to  be  undefined,; — oj* 
account  of  its  incapability  of  remembrance  ?  " 

88.  "Nor    is    there    any    comprehension,  without  specification,    of: 
either  the    Linga  (the  middle  term  of  the  syllogism),  or  the  Lingi  (tlio 
Major  term),  or  the  relation  of  these  two  (the  premisses).    In  'Analogy  * 
too,   the  comprehension   of   similarity  being  due  to  memory- (it  cannot  "b^ 
said  to  be  preceded  by  Sense-perception)/' 

89.  "Apparent    Inconsistency    also    does    not    apply  to  an  object; 
which  has  not  been  perceived  by  some  one  else ;  and  the  object,  a  cognition 
whereof  gives  rise  to  this  (Arthapatti),  is  always  concrete." 

object  of  apprehension."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  we  hold  the  object  of  percep- 
tion to  be  only  such  an  object*  as  is  capable  of  being  perceived,  as  existing  at  the  present 
time,  and  as  connected  with  the  organs  of  sense  j  and  such  an  object  may  be  elfcKer- 
generic  or  specific,  according  to  circumstances.  Conseqneatly  no  such  specification  of 
the  character  of  the  object  is  called  for,  in  the  Sutra. 

8*  "Sense-perception"  only  apprehends  present  objects;  hence  whatever  it* 
definition,  it  can  never  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty.  The  cognition  brought  a-b-ont 
by  meditation  is  only  a  case  of  memory ;  and  as  such,  it  is  not  even  authoritative— to 
say  nothing  of  its  being  "  Sense-perception/* 

83  Duty  is  the  means  of  accomplishing  a  desirable  end;  and  hence  there  caa*  l>® 
no*  comprehension  of  Duty,  except  in  the  form — **  This  is  the  means  to  such  and  sach.  a 
desirable  end" — which  would  not  be  possible  in  the  absence  of  a  well-defined  idea  of 
the  cause  as  well  as  of  the  effect. 

W  Klrikas  87  to  94  bring  forward  objections  against  the  passage  in  the  BhEshya* 
wherein  it  is  declared  that  "  Inference/*  "  Analogy '  and  the  rest  being  necessarily- 
preceded  by  "Sense-perception,1*  cannot  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty.  "  Wh&v* 
Sense-perception,  &c.,n — "  Sense-perception  "  is  a  perception  brought  about  by  the  functicxix 
of  the  Sense-organs.  But  these  organs  themselves  have  not  the  capacity  to  remeTnboxr 
things;  and  a  well-defined  cognition  is  brought  about  by  the  adjustment  of  the  Gtemtt«-9 
&c.,  remembered  at  the  timej  therefore  "  Sense-perception "  can,  at  best,  be  only 
indefinite.  Under  such  circumstances,  how  can  "Inference"  be  said  to  be  preoed©«l 
by  "  Sense-perception/*  which  is  always  indefinite  ? 

8»  And  as  such  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  invariably  preceded  by  Sense-perception, 
described  above. 
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90.  "In  a  case  of  Inference,  where  the  Linga  (the  middle  term)  in 
the  shape  of  the  movement  of  the  sun,  is  also  such  as  is  got  at  by  means  of 
Inference, — as  also  is  the  '  Lingi '  (major  term), — how  can  we  assert  the 
precedence  of  Sense-perception  ?  " 

91.  "  In  the  case  of  an  object  apprehended  by  Sense-perception,  how 
can  these  (Inference  <fcc.)  have  any  authority  ?    For  when  an  object  is  only 
comprehended  by  means  of  these  (Inference  <fcc.),  then  it  is  not  amenable 
to  the  organs  of  Sense." 

92.  "  If  it  is  be  urged  that  *  the  precedence  of  Sense-perception  may 
be  said  to  be  due  to  the  cognition  of  some  object,   (not  necessarily  the 
same  as  the  object  of  the  subsequent  Inference,  <fcc.),' — then  the  futurity  of 
the  object  (Duty)  would  not  be  a  cause  of  its  said  non-cognisability." 

93.  "  Because,  if  such  be  the  case,  then  any  one  object  existing  at 
the  present  time  having  been  cognised  by  means  of  Sense-perception, — 
with  this  as  the  Linga  (minor  term  of  the  syllogism),  the  sensuous  percep- 
tion would  lead  to  the  cognition  of  Duty,  even  if  it  does  not  exist  at  the 
time." 

94.  "  And  again,  even  the  object  treated  of  in  the  Veda,  is  known, 
only  after  the  letters  have  been  recognised  by  means  of  Sense-perception ; 
and  for  this  reason,  the  Yeda  too,  being  preceded  Ijy  Sense-perception, 
could  not  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty." 

95.  (In  reply  to  the  above)  some  people  hold  that  the  precedence 
,  of  Sense-perception  is  not  the  cause  (of  Inference,  &c.,  not  applying  to  the 

9°.  In  a  case,  wherefrom  the  fact  of  the  stm  being  found  in  different  positions, 
one  infers  that  the  fitwi  is  moving ;  and  from  this  conclusion  we  deduce  the  cause  of 
the  Ban's  motion.  This  latter  Inference  cannot  be  said  to  be  preceded  by  "  Sense- 
perception." 

W-  If  Inference  &o.  be  said  to  be  invariably  preceded  by  "  Sense-perception,"  then, 
they  wonld  be  devoid  of  any  authority.  Because  in  that  case,  they  would  be  only  leading 
to  a  useless  comprehension  of  such  objects  as  hare  been  already  cognised  by  means 
of  Sense-perception.  If  it  be  urged  that  both  may  have  their  uses  at  different  times, 
then  we  reply  that,  if  at  the  time  of  Inference,  there  be  no  Sense-perception,  then  the 
object  of  Inference  would  be  only  such  as  is  not  amenable  to  the  action  of  the  Senses ; 
and  hence  Inference  could  not  be  said  to  be  invariably  preceded  by  Sense-perception. 
For  if  the  object  were  amenable  to  the  Senses,  then  it  could  not  be  possible  to  have  an 
Inference  without  Sense-perception ;  and  it  has  been  already  explained  thab,  at  the 
time  of  Sense- perception,  there  is  no  use  for  Inference,  which,  in  that  case,  can  hare 
no  authority. 

9*  The  meaning  of  this  Karika  is  this :  if  the  other  party  say  that  they  db  not  ho  id 
that  the  object  of  Inference  is  always  perceived  by  the  Senses  and  such  is  ,the 
precedence  of  Sense-perception ;  and  that  what  they  mean  by  precedence  of  S<m«e- 
$>erception  is  that  one  of "  the  three  factors  of  Inference  must  be  such  as  has  been 
previously  recognised  by  Sense -perception  j — then  we  meet  this  position  by  urging  that 
if  such  be  the  case,  then  the  assertion  that—*'  Duty  is  not  amenable  to  Sense-percep- 
tion on  account  its  being  in  the  future  "—becomes  false;  the  reason  for  this  in 
explained  in  the  next  Karika.' 
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case  of  Duty);  all  that  is  meant  is   that  the  authority  which  is  dtle  to 
the  precedence  of  Sense-perception,  does  nofe  apply  (to  t.he  case  of  Duty). 

96.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  Inference  and  the  rest  can  operate 
only  after  one  out  of  the  three  factors,    *Linga'  (minor  term),  &c.,  has 
been  cognised  by  means  of  Sense-perception ;  and  certainly  there  is  no  such 
thing  in  the  case  of  Duty. 

97.  Nor  is  here  in  this  case,  any  possibility  of  Inference  per  Infer- 
ence ; — because  of  the  impossibility  of  any  pre- ascertainment  of  the  pre- 
mises and  the  terms  (of  the  Syllogism). 

98.  By  means  of  Inference  we  do  not  arrive  at  the  idea  of  the  mere 
existence  of  anything.     If  it  be  urged  that  "by  *  Duty*  we  would  qualify 
some  other  object," — then  (we  reply)   that    in  that  case,  the  '  Paksha ' 
(major  term)  would  be  devoid  of  any  definite  properties. 

99.  Therefore,  because  of  its  never  before  haying  been  found  to  be 

96  The  way  of  int  sting  the  above  objection 8,  as  shown  in  the  last  Karika  would 
make  the  Bhasbya  passage  in  question  altogether  redundant.  Therefore  the  Author 
offers  another  reply,  more  in  keeping  with,  his  own  views  :  we  snail  prove  later  on  that 
we  do  not  confine  Sense-perception  to  undefined  cognition  alone  ;  but  we  also  hold  the 
term  to  include  well-defined  concrete  cognitions.  Thus  then,  we  can  have  no  Inference 
without  Sense- perception;  because  all  processes  of  Inference  depend  upon  the  premises, 
which  are  got;  at  solely  by  means  of  Sense-perception ;  and  certainly,  there  can  be  no 
Inference  without  the  premises.  For  instance,  it  is  only  when  "  smoke  "  is  actually 
seen  to  be  accompanied  by  Fire,  and  thus  to  be  its  warfc,— and  only  when  the  gavaya  is 
seen  to  be  like  the  cow, — that  there  can  be  a  cognition  of  the  existence  of  Fire  (through 
Inference),  and  of  the  similarity  of  the  gavaya  to  the  cow  (by  Analogy).  In  the  same 
manner,  it  is  established  that  it  is  the  cognition  of  the  principal  object  of  Inference 
that  stands  in  need  of  Sense-perception  ;  and  in  the  case  of  Duty,  we  cannot  perceive 
by  the  senses,  either  any  of  its  marlts  or  anything  similar  to  it.  Hence  Inference, 
Analogy,  and  the  rest  cannot  apply  to  the  case  of  Doty. 

W  This  hints  at  Karika  90,  where  it  has  been  asserted  that  an  Inference  per  Infer- 
ence is  not  preceded  by  Sense-perception-  This  is  not  correct ;  because  even  in  the 
instance  there  cited,  until  we  have,  through  Sense-perception,  arrived  at  the  relation 
subsisting  between  the  motion  and  its  cause,  we  can  have  no  Inference  of  any  sort. 

S8  In  every  case  of  Inference,  the  object  of  Inference  is  a  certain  object,  endowed 
with  certain  definite  properties,  and  not  as  a  mere  entity ;  while  in  the  case  of  Duty, 
the  only  conclusion  that  is  possible  is — "Duty  exists,"  which,  in  reality,  can  never  be 
amenable  to  Inference ;  but  ifc  would  become  so,  if  tnere  existence  were  the  subject  of 
Inference.  If  it  be  nrged  that—"  For  Inference  as  applied  to  the  case  of  Duty,  we 
could  have  an  object,  such  as  some  person  endowed  with  Duty  (t.e.,  one  who  has  per- 
formed the  duties  prescribed  in  the  script  ares) ;  and  this  would  not  be  an  Inference 
ot  mere  existence" — then  we  reply  that  even  such  an  Inference  cannot  be  correct ; 
inasmuch  as  we  have  not  yet  arrived  at  any  well-defined  properties  of  Duty — which  is 
to  be  the  major  term  of  the  syllogism  j  and  nntil  the  properties  of  the  major  term  be 
known,  there  can  be  no  Inference.  That  is  to  say,  Duty  has  nob  yet  been  proved,  to 
be  an  entity ;  and  so  long  as  this  has  not  been  proved,  there  can  be  no  Inference  in 
which  "Duty"  could  be  the  major  term. 

89  This  Karika  and  the  next  bring  forward  two  syllogisms  in  the  proper  style,  to 
prove  the  inapplicability  of  Inference  and  Analogy  to  the  case  of  Duty.  By  "  uncommon 
object"  is  meant  the  "  Swalakshana"  (the  individual  oharacterestic} of  the  Buddhist, 
which,  according  to  them,  is  undefined,  and  as  such,  not  amenable  to  Inference,  Ac. 
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concomitant  with,  any  object,  Duty  cannot  be  amenable  to  Inference, — like 
the  specific  (undefined)  characteristics  of  objects  (or  '  uncommon  objects')- 

100.  Because  of  its  being  similar  to  the  unseen  (invisible),  and 
because  of  its  own  imperceptibility,  Duty  cannot  be  amenable  to  Analogy, — 
like  the  said  characteristics  of  objects. 

101-102.  "But  then,  *  Apparent  Inconsistency'  would  become  such 
(means  of  recognising  Duty), — based  upon  the  perception  of  diversity 
in  the  world :  the  distinction  of  *  happy  '  and  '  miserable '  is  not  possible 
without  some  unseen  cause;  because  all  visible  causes  are  found  to  be 
incapable  of  explaining  this  diversity;  and  because  (conversely)  we  find 
such  distinctions  even  in  the  absence  of  any  seen  cause ;  as  we  find  that  even 
when  service  and  study  are  exactly  similar,  the  result,  in  the  capacity  of 
the  students,  is  not  the  same." 

103.  Such  could  be  the  case,  only  if  it  were  possible  to  refute  the 
action  of  natural  idiosyncracies ;  or  if  there  were  any  other  cause  of  the 
diversity  of  the  powers  of  Karma. 

104.  Just  as  with  regard  to  the  diversity  of  their  results,  there  is 
the  natural  capacity  of  Actions, — in  the  same  manner  could  the  diversity 
in  the  world  be  due  to  the  peculiarities  of  nature. 

105.  Then  too,  so  long  as,  with  regard  to  the  action,  the  forms  of  Duty 

101.108  These  Karikas  embody  an  objection,  the  sense  of  which,  is  thus  explained 
*n  the  Kdqikd :  "  Granted  that  Inference  and  Analogy  are  not  the  means  of  knowing 
Dnty  j  bnt  we  have  always  found  Apparent  Inconsistency  to  apply  to  objects  beyond 
the  action  of  the  Senses  5  and  on  the  seen  diversity  in  the  world,  we  conld  base  an 
Apparent  Inconsistency :  This  diversity  in  the  world  cannot  be  explained,  unless  we 
postulate  some  such  unseen  agency  as  that  of  'Duty.3  We  find  in  the  world  that 
though  all  worldly  circumstances  and  advantages  are  equal  in  the  case  of  any  two 
persons,  yet  they  are  not  seen  to  be  equally  happy ;  and  like  the/atness  of  Devadatta  who 
does  not  eat  during  the  day,  such  diversity  cannot  be  explained  by  any  seen  causes ;  and, 
as  in  the  case  of  Devadatta,  the  Apparent  Inconsistency  of  fatness  with  fasting  in  the 
day  is  explained  by  postulating  the  fact  of  his  eating  at  night,  which  is  not  seen  by  the 
people ;  so  too,  in  the  case  in  question,  the  Apparent  Inconsistency  of  the  equality  Of 
all  worldly  advantages  with  the  inequality  in  the  degree  of  happiness  can  be  explainedj 
only  by  postulating  an  unsaeu  agency,  to  which  is  given  the  name  of  *  Duty.* "  "  /Service 
or  study," — i.e.,  two  persons  serving  the  king  equally  well,  are  found  to  be  rewarded 
differently;  and  similarly  two  men  studying  the  same  subject  under  exactly  similar' 
circumstances,  are  found  to  differ  iu  their  acquirements.  And  these  discrepancies 
can  -be  explained  only  by  the  agency  of  Dharma  and  Adharma, — the  former  causing 
superiority,  and  the  latter  inferiority. 

10*  Even  in  the  case  of  tich  actions  as  .the  "  A9vame*dha  "  sacrifice  and  "Animal* 
slaughter,"  we  attribute  their  diverse  results  to  the  peculiar  character  of  the  actions 
themselves,  and  not  to  any  extraneous  cause.  In  the  same  manner,  we  could  also 
attribute  the  diversity  in  the  conditions  of  two  men  equally  circumstanced  to  the 
peculiarities  of  their  own  nature,  and  not  to  any  unseen  extraneous  cause,  as  you  would 
seek  to  prove,  by  means  of  Apparent  Inconsistency. 

105  xhe  iast  Karikas  embody  one  kind  of  reply  to  the  above  objections.  But  the 
Author  finds  this  reply  inadequate  j  because  if  all  diversity  were  due  to  nature,  one 
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and  its  contrary  bare  not  been  differentiated,  what  could  be  the  use  of 
tlie  mere  vague  idea  that  "  there  is  something  (the'cause  of  diversity)  ?  " 

106-107,  Would  pain  result  from  Sacrifice,  &c.,  or  pleasure  from 
Slaughter  and  the  like  ?  And  from  what  sorts  of  Action,  what  sort  of 
effects  -Heaven,  children,  &c. — would  result  ?  ' 

Until  one  has  a  definite  idea  as  to  these  facts,  he  is  never  led  to 
take  up  any  action.  What  is  here  sought  after  is  the  root  (cause)  of  such 
knowledge  as  forms  part  of  such  activity. 

108.  Therefore  though  the  Means  in  general  may  have  been  ascer- 
tained, no  specification  (of  the  Means)   is  possible,   except  through  the 
Veda;  and  it  is  an  enquiry  into  this  special  Means  (of  knowing  Duty), 
that  has  been  declared  by  the  author  of  the  aphorisms. 

109.  And  when  the   special  Means   has  been  recognised,   even  the 
cognition  of  the  Means  in  general,  which  is  included  in  the  former,  would 
be  got  at  through  the  Veda ;  and  hence  (Arthapatti)  cannot  be  the  means 
(of  knowing  even  the  generic  form  of  the  Means). 

110.  And  as  -with  Arthapatti,  so  too  there  could  be  no  similarity  (of 
the  Veda)  with  Inference.     If  it  be  urged  that  Inference  is  based  upon  the 

and  the  same  man  could  not  be  both  rich  and  poor,  even  at  different  periods  of  his 
life  j  for  his  nature  would  remain  the  same  all  along.  For  this  reason,  he  offers  another 
reply,  the  sense  of  which  is  that  "Apparent  Inconsistency"  would  only  prove  that 
there  mnst  be  some  unseen  cause  for  the  diversity ;  bat  nnless  the  character  of  the 
unseen  cause — either  as  Duty  or  otherwise — is  ascertained,  the  mere  knowledge  of  the 
fact  of  there  being  such  a  cause  of  diversity  could  not  serve  any  purpose  j  and  certainly, 
"  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  could  give  us  no  clue  as  to  the  nature  of  the  cause ;  and  as 
such,  ib  could  never  be  the  means  of  knowing  Duty. 

101  The  knowledge  which  forms  an  integral  part  of  activity  is  based  upon  the 
Veda ;  nnd  hence  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  cannot  have  any  application  in  this  case. 

108  "Apparent  Inconsistency'*  only  serves  to  prove  that  the  aforesaid  diversity 
has  an  unseen  cause. 

109  This  Karika  anticipates   the  following  objection :   "  Inasmuch  as    '  Apparent 
Inconsistency '  brings  about  the  idea  of  the  cauie  in  general,  and  the  Veda  that  of  the 
fpecific  cause, — we  should  say  that  the  means  of  knowing  Duty  consists  in  '  Apparent 
Inconsistency  and  the  Veda,'  combined ;  and  not  in  the  Veda  alone."     The  sense  of 
the  reply  is  that  "Apparent  Inconsistency"  proving  the  gene-,*!  is  unable  to  give  any 
idea  of  the  particular ;  whereas  the  Veda  proving  the  particular  Tvtwild  apply  to  the 
general  also  ;  because  an  idea  of  the  former  includes  that  of  the  latter. 

HO  Some  people  urge  that  the  argument  contained  in  the  above  objection  is  not 
an  instance  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency/'  but  one  of  ordinary  Inference,  per  modtts 
pollens,  based  upon  the  invariable  concomitance  of  the  cause  in  general,  with  the  effect 
in  generalj  and  thus  the  Veda,  too  comes  "to  be  nothing  but  a  part  of  Inference.  The 
Karika  means  that  thes-3  people  have  also  been  refuted  by  the  above  refutation  of 
"Apparent-  Inconsistency,"  ' 

Some  commentator-  coustino  "  nanMntfnopameshyate"  as  "na  anumdnam  ishyate, 
na  upatnanftrn  ishyaff  ;  M  ln  t  tins  corstruction  is  not  right ;  in  as  much  as  the  opponent 
also  denies  the  applied!:  /  of  "  Analogy;**  and  as  such  it  would  be  a  useless  effort 
to  deny  what  the  opponent  nl«..>  (Viuiv,  it«*  pointed  out  in  fclie  Ku$ika. 
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Scripture ; — then  (we  reply  that)  in  that  case,  the  character  of  Pramana 
would  belong  to  this  (latter)  (and  not  to  the  Inference). 


111.  The  assertion,  —  that  the  *  Linga  '   (and  other  factors  of  Infer- 
ence) are  not  perceptible  by  the  organs  of  Sense,  because  of  the  undefined 
character  (of  Sense-perception)  "  —  is  not  correct  ;  because  we  hold  Sense- 
perception  to  be  applicable  to  well-defined  (concrete)   cognitions  also,  as 
helping  the  comprehension  of  the  form  of  the  object. 

112.  First  of  all,  there  is  a  cognition  in  the  shape  o£  mere  observation 
in  the  abstract,  which  is  undefined,  —  similar  to  the  cognition  of  the  infant 
or  the  dumb,  arising  purely  out  of  the  object  by  itself  (without   any 
qualifications)  . 

113.  And  at  that  time  neither  any  specification  nor  a  generalisation  is 
recognised;  what  is  cognised  is  only  the  object,  the  sabs  fcratum  of  these 
(generalisation  and  specification). 

114i-116*  Others  (the  Yedantists)  lay  down  a  "  Summum  Genus  "  in 
tne  shape  of  "  Being  "  (Sat),  which  they  call  "  Substance  "  ;  and 
through,  this,  tney  hold  "generalisation"  to  be  the  object  of  perception 

The  meaning  of  the  second  half  is  that  if  *'  Inference  '*  be  made  to  depend  upon 
the  Veda,  for  the  sake  of  the  cognition  of  special  causes,  then  we  would  have  the  Veda 
itself,  as  the  independent  canse  of  the  cognition  of  the  general  as  well  as  the  particular. 

Ill  It  has  been  urged  that  there  can  be  no  perception  of  the  Linga,  &c.  ;  because 
"  Perception  "  consists  of  undefined  (abstract)  cognition,  which  cannot  give  rise  to  any 
premises,  as  these  latter  consist  of  definite  concrete  ideas.  It  is  this  theory  that  is 
controverted  here  j  It  is  not  an  absolute  rule  that  all  "  Sense-perception  "  must  always 
consist  of  undefined  abstract  cognition  j  as  we  shall  prove  later  on  that  we  apply  the 
name  "  Sense-perception**  also  to  the  cognition  of  the  form  of  the  object,  which  is 
well-defined  and  concrete,  and  is  brought  about  by  the  action  of  the  Sense-organs, 
following  closely  upon  the  undefined  abstract  cognition,  in  connection  with  the  same 
object;  and  it  is  quite  reasonable  to  assert  the  precedence  of  such  concrete  cognition, 
to  "  Inference  "  and  the  rest. 

113  Some  people  deny  abstract  cognition,  altogether.  Their  reasoning  is  this  : 
"All  cognition  is  concrete,  because  it  is  always  accompanied  by  expression  in  words. 
In  ordinary  experience,  we  do  not  come  across  any  cognition,  which  is  not  accompanied 
by  verbal  expression.  We  enquire  into  the  various  means  of  cognition,  only  for  the 
sake  of  ordinary  experience,  and  we  do  not  find  any  experience  based  upon  any  purely 
abstract  cognition  ;  in  as  much  as  all  experience  is  concrete  and  definite.  The  cogni- 
tions of  the  infant  also  are  accompanied  by  verbal  expression,  in  its  subtlest  form, 


H4  These  theorists  hold  that  there  is  only  one  generality,  in  the  shape  of  "  Being,"  — 
all  others  being  only  specifications  of  this  j  what  is  known  as  a  "  generality  '*  is  that 
which  is  common  to  many  individuals;  and  what  is  known  as  **  specific  IS  is  that  which 
is  restricted  to  a  single  individual  ;  and  it  is  the  great  generality  that  forms  the  object 
of  Abstract  Cognition,  the  rest  being  amenable  to  concrete  perception.  Because,  if 
such  specific  characters  were  not  recognised,  as  being  common  to  certain  objects,  and 
as  not  existing  in  others,  —  by  what  means  could  there  l»e  any  discrimination  between 
the  perceptions  of  different  objects  ? 


(t.e.,  the  undeaned  abstract  cognition)  ;  the  "specifications"  being  cognised 
by  means  of  well-defined  concrete  cognitions.  Some  of  these  specific 
characters  again  are  peculiar  to  each  individual,  while  some  are  common 
to  many.  And  without  such  recognition  of  these  (specific  characters), 
through  specification  and  generalisation,  there  would  be  no  difference 
between  the  perception  of  the  cow  and  that  of  the  horse. 

117.  This  is  not  correct;   because  (even  in  the  case  of  abstract 
"cognition)  we  find  each  individual  object  ta  he  distinct  from  others; 

and  because  the  difference  cannot  be  expressed,  that  is  no  reason  why 
its  existence  should  he  totally  denied* 

118.  Even  in  the  case  of  an  undefined  abstract  cognition,  there  is 
a  perception  of  the  object,  in  its  two  fold  aspect  (general  and  specific). 

118-119.  And  this  cognition  (of  the  double  aspect  of  an  object)  only 
serves  to  point  out  its  real  character.;  by  the  cogniser,  however,  it  is 
perceived  in  its  pure  (unqualified)  form  only.  It  is  not1  cognised  as 
anything  special^  because  there  is  no  exclusion  of  others  (objects)  ;  nor  is 
it  cognised  as  general,  because  there  is  no  definite  idea  as  to  the  inclusion 
of  other  special  objects. 

120.  And  it  is  only  after  some  time  that  the  object  comes  to  be 
characterised  by  such  specifications  as  the  "  class  "  and  the  rest ;  and  the 

111  If  the  great  genus  "Being"  alone  were  the  ohjecfc  of  Abstract  Cognition,  then 
we  would  have  exactly  the  same  cognition  (ao  long  as  ifc  remains  undefined),  with  regard 
to  all  objects.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  such  is  not  the  case  j  since  we  find  that  the 
abstract  cognition  with  regard  to  one  object  differs  from  that  with  regard  to  another. 
Though  this  difference  cannot  verywell  be  expressed  in  words,  yet  this  nou-expressibi- 
lity  cannot  prove  its  non-existence. 

118  That  is  to  say,  it  is  not  only  the  general  aspect  of  an  action  that  is  cognised 
by  Abstract  Perception. 

118.119  To  this  view,  of  Abstract  cognition  relating  to  the  double  aspect  of  an 
object,  it  is  objected,  that,  in  the  course  of  such  abstract  cognition,  there  is  no  idea 
of  either  the  generic  or  the  specific  aspect  of  the  object;  and  as  such,  the  above  view 
sounds  much  like  a  contradiction  of  facts.  The  reply  is  that  we  do  not  mean  that  in 
the  course  of  abstract  cognition,  there  is  any  comprehension  of  either  the  inclusion 
or  the  exclusion  of  different  objects,  iu  or  from  the  object  cognised  j  all  that  we  mean 
by  mentioning  the  "  twofold  aspect  of  the  object "  is,  to  state  the  character  of  the 
object :  that  the  object  of  Abstract  Cognition  is  such  as  has  a-  twofold  aspect.  What 
is  comprehended  by  the  cogniser  is  the  object,  pure  and  simple,  without  any  qualifica- 
tions, &c. ;  arid,  in  abstract  cognition,  this  object  is  not  cognised  as  anything  particular  ; 
because  Abstract  Cognition  does  not  serve  to  exclude  other  objects ;  nor  is  it  perceived 
as  anything  general ;  because  Abstract  cognition  does  not  include  other  objects. 
Therefore  what  is  comprehended  by  means  of  Abstract  Cognition  is  only  the  object, 
pure  and  simple ;  and  this  object  is  such  as  has  the  twofold  character  of  the  general 
and  the  particular ;  and  this  is  all  that  we  mean. 

1*0  Abstract  Cognition  is  followed  by  a  cognition  which  serves  to  specify  the 
object,  with  reference  to  "class"  "action"  and  "property11  and  this  definite 
cognition  is  also  held  by  us  to  be  included  in.  "  Sense-perception  "  and  this  name  thns 
'comes  to  apply  both  to  Abstract  and  Concrete  cognitions. 


APHORISM   IV.  89 

cognition,  by  means  of  which  such  specifications  are  arrived  at,  is  also 
included  in  Seuse-preception. 

121.  And  the  reason  for  this  is  that  the  means  of  this   latter  cogni- 
tion is  the  sense-organ ;  though  the  cognition  is  not  actually  located  in  it ; 
For  this  reason,  the  fact  of  the  sense-organ  being  incapable  of  remembrance 
can  not  preclude  well-defined  (concrete)  cognition  (from  Sense-preception). 

122.  Because  the  cognition  is  located  in  the  soul ;  and  it  is  this   (the 
soul)  that  is  found  to  be  the  cogniser  ;  and  this  (soul)  has  also  the  power 
of  Remembering,  as  also  of  Recognising  (the  facts  of  past  experience). 

123.  Therefore  when  the  contact  of  the  object  with  the  sense-organ 
is  present,  the  person, — though  specifying  the  object,  through  Memory,  by 
means  of  its  own  characteristics, — conies  to  have  the  sensuous  perception 
of  that  object; 

124.  And   this   (perception)   being  dependent   upon  the   Senses,  ia 
rightly   attributed  to   them   (t.e.,   called  'Sense-perception');  and   that 
which  is  produced  without  the  contact  of  the  senses  is  not  called  '  Sense- 
perception.' 

125.  All  cognition,   that  follows  from  frequent  specifications  of  this 
sort,  is  said  to  be  "  Sense-perception,"  in  accordance  with  their  connection 
contact  or  with  the  organs  of  Sense. 

126.  Because   the  objects   in  a  lying-in  room  (which  is  closed  on  all 
sides)  are  not  visible  to  those   who  have  just   entered  it,   from  outside  ; 
that  does  not  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  such  objects  are  not  perceptible 
by  the  Senses, 

1*1  Ife  is  urged  that  "  it  has  already  been  declared  that  sense-perception  is  the 
cognition  brought  about  by  the  action  of  the  sense-organs ;  the  specifications  however 
are  arrived  at  through  the  remembrance  of  the  class  and  action,  c%c,,  of  the  object; 
but  the  sense-organs  have  no  capacity  of  remembering ;  hence  a  concrete  cognition  can 
never  be  sensuous."  la  reply  to  this,  it  is  said  that  this  objection  would  apply  to  us 
if  we  held  that  the  sense-organs  serve  to  specify  the  objects,  after  having  remembered 
the  class,  Ac.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  we  do  not  hold  any  such  vievr ;  in  fact, 
the  sense-organs  are  only  the  means  of  cognition ;  and  the  cognition  and  its  memory  in- 
here in  the  Soul.  Therefore  our  theory  is  not  open  to  the  objection  based  upon  the 
incapability,  of  the  senses,  to  remember. 

188  A  man  happens  to  see  a  certain  object  belonging  to  one  class ;  and  after  some 
time  when  he  happens  to  see  another  object  of  the  same  kind,  he  remembers  the  fact 
of  his  having  previously  seen  the  former  object  j  and  then  he  comes  to  recognise  the 
two  objects  as  belonging  to  the  same  class.  And  the  latter  object  being  still  before 
his  eyes,  be  comes  to  have  a  well-defined  and  specified  "  Sense-perception "  of  the 
object ;  in  as  much  as  the  operation  of  the  sense-organ  continues  all  along. 

18*  That  is  to  say,  even  though  it  is  aided  by  Beraemberance,  the  causal  efficiency 
belongs  to  the  senses  themselves. 

1&*  Though  there  may  be  many  such  specifications,  yet,  so  long  as  they  are  brought 
about  in  accordance  with  Sense-contact,  they  cannot  but  be  included  in  the  name 
"  Sense-perception." 

1**  That  is  to  nay,  the  name  "  Sense-perception  "  is  not  restricted  to  such  percep- 
tions alone  as  are  produced  immediately  after  the  operation  of  the  Sense-organs. 


90 

127.  And  jnst  as  in  this  case,  the  persons,  at  first,  apprehending 
only  a  semblance  of  the  objects,  subsequently  c6me  to  have  a  clear  aud 
definite  perception  of  their  real  form ;  so,  in  the  same  manner  (would  one 
6ome  to  have  a  definite  cognition)  of  the   specific  properties    (class,   &c.), 
of  the  object  (after  having  had  an  undefined  idea  of  these). 

128.  If,  after  having  observed  an  object  (in  the  abstract),   one  were 
to  close  his  eyes  and  then  determine  the  object  (in  the  concrete), — this 
would  not  be  Sense-perception,  because  of  its  not  following  from  a  contact 
of  the  Sense-organ. 

129.  The  Soul   and  the  rest  could  be  the  cause  also  of  such  concrete 
cognition*,  as  are  not  connected  with  the  Sense-organs ;  therefore  the  only 
reason,   why  concrete  cognitions  are  attributed  to  the  Senses,  lies  in  the 
fact  that  the  Sense-organ  alone  is  a  means  that  brings  about   only  such 
cognition  as  is  connected  with  the  senses, 

130.  In  the  undefined  abstract  cognition  also,  the  Sense  is  not  the 

127  In  the  instance  cited,  though,  afc  first,  the  person  perceives  only  the  semblance 
of  the  two  objects,  yet,  subsequently,  he  comes  to  have  a  definite  perception  of  the 
objects  themselves;  bnt  this  too  is  brought  about  by  means  of  the  eyes  alone.    In  the 
game  manner,  in  the  case  of  definite  concrete  cognition,  though  the  first  contact  of  the 
sense  would  only  give  rise  to  an  undefined  abstract  cognition,  yet,  subsequently — the 
contact  of  the  Sense-organ  continuing  all  the  time — the  person  would  come  to  have  a 
well-defined  perception  of  the  various  specific  properties — genus,  property,  &o.— -of  the 
objects  j  and  it  is  this  that  constitutes  concrete  cognition.    And  as  the  Sense-contact 
has  all  along  continued  to  operate,  snoh  cognition  cannot  but  be  called  "  Sense-percep- 
tion.'1 

128  Because  the  closing  of  the  eye  has  cut  off  the  Sense-contact. 

1*8  This  Karika  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "The  Means  of  Concrete 
Cognition  are  manifold, — such  as  the  Soul  and  the  rest;  in  that  case,  why  should  such 
cognition  be  specifically  attributed  to  the  organs  of  Sense,  and  be  called  sensuous  ?  "  The 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that  names  are  given  to  objects,  in  accordance  with  such  an  aspect 
of  it,  as  belongs  exclusively  to  the  object  iu  question.  In  the  present  instance  the 
agency  of  the  senses  alone  Is  such  as  belongs  exclusively  to  Concrete  Cognition,  the 
agency  of  the  Soul,  &c.,  belonging  also  to  other  kinds  of  cognition — such  as  the 
Inferential,  Verbal,  &c.»  and  as  such  it  is  only  right  that  it  should  be  called  sensuous. 

ISO  The  first  half  of  this  Karika  implies  that  the  objection  pointed  out  in  the  last 
note  does  not  hold.  If  it  be  urged  that  ct  the  Concrete  Cognition,  following,  upon 
Abstract  Cognition,  must  be  held  to  have  this  latter  for  its  cause,  and  cannot  be  attri- 
buted to  the  senses," — then,  we  reply  that  even  then,  inasmuch  as  it  is  brought  about, 
through,  the  intervention  of  Abstract  Cognition,  by  means  of  the  senses  alone,  it  can 
be  called  **  Sensuous."  This  would  be  quite  compatible  with  ordinary  usages ; — e.g., 
the  name  **  pankaja  "  (clay^lorn)  that  is  given  to  the  lotus,  cannot  belong  to  it  literally ; 
since  the  lotus  is  produced  directly,  not  from  the  mud,  but  from  the  "bulbous  root;  yet 
all  the  same,  the  name  does  apply  to  the  lotus,  simply  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
produced  from  the  mud,  through  the  intervention  of  the  bulbous  root.  The  assertion 
that — "  we  would  conventionally  restrict  the  name  Sense-perception  to  Concrete  Cogni- 
tion '* — implies  that  if  we  did  not  call  in  the  aid  of  conventional  usage,  the  argument, 
based  upon  the  fact  of  its  being  intermediately  produced  by  the  senses,  would  apply  to 
also,  which  too  would  come  to  be  called  Sense-perception,  aa  being  produced 
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only  cause.  Or,  the  name  *  Sense-perception '  miglit  be  said  to  apply,  by 
conventional  usage,  to  that  which  is  produced  intermediately  thereby  (»'.«,, 
by  sensnons  perception), — as  in  the  case  of  the  word  "  Pankaja." 

13  L  Or,  this  conventional  usage  too  may  not  applf  to  the  case  of 
such  concrete  cognition  as  is  of  itself  (naturally)  known  to  be  sensuous, 
which  is  not  the  case  with  abstract  cognition. 

132.  For  us  all  meanings  of  words,  are  comprehended,  through  the 
usage  of  old  (experienced)   people.    And  the  sense  in  which  a  word  ha$ 
been  used  by  these  (old  people),  cannot  be  separated  from  it. 

133.  It  is  only  the  observation   (and  classification)  of  established 
facts,  that  ought  to  be  done  by  enquirers ;   and  a  certain  fact  which   is 
known  to  all  mea  as  established,  cannot  be  set  aside  by  (newly-devised) 
definitions. 

134.  Again,  how  can  dependence  on  Sense-organ  be  said  to   apply   to 
the  Self-recognition  of  the  cognition  ?    If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  mind 
would  serve  as  the  requisiste  Sense-organ,  in  that  case," — then  the  same 
would  also  apply  to  the  case  of  (such  specifications  of  'class,'  &c.,  as)   the 
class  "  cow  "  and  the  like, 

135.  If  it  be  urged  that  it  is  only  meant  to  be  applicable  to   "  Self- 
recognition," — (we  reply  that)  people  do  not  mean  it   so.     Therefore   we 
mast  have  recourse  either  to  usage,  or  to  conventional  technicality. 

136.  And  again,   as   the  sensuous  character  of  pleasure  pain,  &c,, 
is  due  to  the  fact  of  the  mind  being  a  Sense-organ,  so,  in  the  same  manner, 

bj  the  senses  intermediately.  What  the  author  means  is  that  the  word  "  Sense-percep- 
tion J '  is , "  yogarudha" 

1*8  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  we  find  people  using  tlie  name  "Sense- 
perception"  with  regard  to  Concrete  Cognition,  and  yet  we  find  that  the  correct 
definition  of  .the  name  does  not  apply  to  snch  Cognition. 

1**  If  Concrete  Cognition  is  not  accepted  to  he  sensuous, — how  can  the  Buddhist 
say  that  the  cognition  of  the  cognition,  "by  itself,  is  due  to  the  action  of  the  senses  ? 
For  such  Self-recognition  cannot  proceed  directly,  from  any  Sense-organ. 

1S5  "  Only  meant  to  be,  $*c." — because  the  mind,,  being  an  internal  organ,  could  not 
apply  to  external  objects;  but  the  Self -recognition  of  Cognition  is  a  purely  internal 
process,  and  as  snch,  could  be  effected  by  the  internal  organ  of  the  mind.  The  sense 
of  the  reply  is  that  people  accept  the  applicability  o£  the  mind  even  to  the  perception, 
of  external  objects — like  the  class  "cow"  and  the  like. 

"  We  must  have  recourse,  $*c," — The  sensuous  character  of  Self -recognition  being 
thus  denied,  it  is  only  Concrete  Cognition  that  can  be  sensuous.  And  if  it  b©  urged 
that — "  inasmuch  as  the  mind  is  an  internal  organ,  and  Concrete  Cognition  does  not 
follow  directly  from  Sense-contact,  such  Cognition  cannot  be  sensuous" — we  reply  that 
since  We  hare  already  proved  the  sensuous  character  of  Concrete  Cognition,  if  you 
do  not  find  it  to  be  directly  amenable  to  the  function  of  any  of  the  eleven  organs  of 
sense,  you  must  have  recourse  to  technicality,  or  conventional  usage,  on  which  would  bo 
based  the  fact  of  Concrete  Cognition  being  included  in  "  Sense-percepfciou  j "  since  the 
sensuous  character  of  such  Cognition  cannot,  in  any  case,  be  denied. 

135  Tho  opponent  also  acoepca  Pleasure  and  Pain  to  be  senmous. 


would  the  sensuous  character  of  the  specification  of  class,  Ac.,  also  be  chu 
the  same  cause. 

137.  And,   as   in  your  case,   even  when  the  fact  of  depending  u; 
the  mind  is  the  same    (in   the  case  of  all  cognitions),   you   specify  it 
u  undefined  abstract  cognition, "  and  thus  accept  only  certain  parts  thei 
to  be  sensuous, — so,  the  same  could  be  done  in  our  case  also. 

138.  On  account  of  the  absence  of  the  '  Linga  '   (middle  term),   1 
(concrete  cognition)  cannot  be  said  to  be  Inferential,  <fcc.     And  on  acco 
of  there  being  no  notion   of  any  contradiction,   it  cannot  be   said  to 
un  authoritative* 

139.  And  again,  on  account  of  its  not  having  been   perceived   befc 
it  cannot  be   "  Remembrance."     Therefore  it  must  be  *  Sensuous  ' ;  si 
is  also  the  common  usage  and  belief. 

140.  "  Class,   &c.,   being  objects  foreign   to    the   object    perceiv 
the  notion  thereof  in  connection  with  the  object,   which   is  not  identi 
with  them  (Glass,  <fcc.)»  can  only  be  a  case  of  false  attribution  ;  and  as  si 
it  is  similar  to  the  ordinary  misconceptions  of  the  mirage  and  the  like." 

141.  It  is  not  so ;  because  it  is  not  possible  that  the  cognitions  o: 
horse  and  other  objects,  should  always  be  cases  of  false  attribution ;  specia 

J&1  Like  Abstract  Cognition,  Concrete  Cognition  is  brought  about  by  the  mil 
and  yet  the  B  add  hist  defines  sensuous  perception,  as  undefined  and  abstract;  i 
thereby  confines  sensuou&ness  to  the  self-recognition  of  Cognitions,  and  denies  it 
the  case  of  such  cognitions  as  that  of  the  class  "  cow."  In  the  same  manner,  e^ 
when  the  fact  of  being  produced  by  the  mind  is  common  to  Sense-perception,  Inferen 
Analogy,  &o.,  we  could  restrict  the  name  to  the  cognition  of  snch  objects  as  are 
removed  from  the  Sense-organs.  That  is  to  say,  as  the  other  party  restricts  the  nam< 
one  class  of  Cognition,  dogmatically,  without  any  reasonable  grounds  for  so  doing,— 
could  also  do  the  same.  The  Karika  refers  to  the  objection  that — "  if  the  mere  fact 
"being  produced  by  the  sense  of  mind  be  the  sole  criterion  of  Sense-perception,  t! 
Inference,  Ac.,  would  also  become  inoladed  in  it."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  thai 
the  Buddhist  dogmatically  excludes  all  other  cognitions,  except  the  Abstract,  fi 
"  Sense-perception,**  we  would  also  dogmatically  exclude  Inference,  &o. 

133  As  Concrete  Cognition  cannot  be  either  Inferential,  or  Verbal,  .or  based  u 
Analogy ;  nor  can  it  be  said  to  be  altogether  untrustworthy  ;  it  must  be  accepted 
"  Sense-perception"  there  being  no  ground  for  our  denying  sach  acceptance. 

140  This  Karifca  embodies  the  Vedantio  objection :  "  We  grant  that  Concrete  Cog 
tion  cannot  be  Inferential,  &o.  j  but  we  cannot  agree  to  its  being  always  authoritati 
Because  Concrete  Cognition  consists  in  the  attribution  of  Class,  Action,  &c.»  tc 
altogether  different  object  (viz.,  the  individual  object  of  perception )  j  and  as  such 
cannot  but  be  false.1* 

.  1*1  Says  the  NyayaratnaJcara :  "Class,  &c.,  are  not  altogether  different  ft 
the  Individual.  It  is  a  fact  of  common  experience  that  the  individual  '  cc 
is  recognised  as  such,  only  when  it  is  found  to  be  identical  with  the  Class 'cc 
(without  which  it  could  never  be  known  as  'cow').  This  could  not  be,  if  the  Indi 
dual  were  totally  different  from  the  Class.  Such  recognition  of  the  identity  of  i 
Individual  with  the  Class  is  the  only  means  of  knowing  the  Class ;  hence  there  10 
be  an  identity  between  the  I  a  dividual  and  the  Class." 
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as  we  hold  that  the  Class  (Action  and  Property)  are  not  totally  different 
from  the  Individual  (object  of  perception). 

142.  If  the  qualification  were  entirely  different  from  the  qualified, 
then,  how  conld  the  qualification  always  produce,  in  the  qualified  (object), 
a  cognition  precisely  similar  to  itself  ? 

J43.  The  perception,  of  the  colour  of  shellac  in  a  piece  of  rock- 
crystal,  belongs  only  to  the  ignorant,  and  is  false  (mistaken),— for  the 
wise,  there  is  a  recognition  of  difference  (between  the  real  form  of  the 
crystal,  and  the  reflected  one  of  shellac). 

144.  Whereas  the  individual  object  has  never  been  seen  as  separated 
from  Olass,   <fcc« ;    nor  "have  these  latter  been  ever  seen  apart  from  the 
individual, — as  is  the  case  with  the  rook-crystal  and  the  shellac. 

145.  In  the  case  of  the  crystal  and  shellac  too,  if  the  difference    were 
never  perceived  by  anybody, — whereby  could  the  apparent  correctness  of 
the  perception  of  the  red  colour  (in  the  rock-crystal)  be  ever  set  aside  ? 

146.  Nor  can  there  be  any  assumption  of  an   extraneous  relation 
subsisting  among  objects  proved  to  be  inseparable.     Because  there  can  be 
no  such  relation  between  unaccomplished  objects.     And  if  a  member  of  the 
relation  be  said  to  be  accomplished  (before  the  relation  is  established)  then 
there  is  no  inseparability. 

147.  Such  being  the   case,   there  is  no  ground   for  postulating  a 


14*  "  Qualification  "—Class,  Action  and  Property.  "  Qualified " — the  Individual 
object.  If  the  Glass  were  something  other  than  the  Individual,  then  the  idea  of  the 
latter  could  not  be  invariably  concomitant  with  that  of  the  former. 

WS  The  Vedanti  urges  that  if  "  Sense-perception  **  were  always  authoritative,  then 
the  notion  of  redness  in  the  crystal  would  also  be  true.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  clear. 

1**  The  crystal  and  the  lac  are  not  always  found  to  be  concomitant ;  while  the 
Individual  is  invariably  found  to  be  concomitant  with  the  Class,  and  vice  ucrsd. 
Therefore  the  instance  of  the  crystal  and  lac  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case. 

145  If  the  crystal  were  always  accompanied  by  the  lac,  and  if  it  were  inseparably 
connected  with  it,  then  the  perception  of  redness  in  the  crystal  conld  not  but  be 
accepted  as  true. 

148  The  Vaiceshikas  hold  that  Class,  Action,  &c.,  are  entirely  different  from  the 
Individual ;  and  they  are  found  to  be  invariably  concomitant  with  the  latter,  simply 
because  they  are  inseparably  related  to  it,  by  the  permanent  relation  of  *  Samavaya  * 
(Inherence).  The  Sense  of  the  objection  to  thia  theory  is  that  no  relation  can  subsist 
between  any  two  objects,  that  are  not  already  known  to  be  established  entities  ;  and 
thus,  if  either  member  of  the  relation  be  accepted  as  being  an  established  entity,  prior 
to  the  assertion  of  the  relation,  then  the  inseparability  ceases.  Hence  no  relation 
between  inseparable  objects  being  possible,  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  "  Samavaya." 

W  "  Such  being  the  case,  $rc" — There  being  no  inseparability,  there  is  no  reason  to 
assert  any  such  relation  as  the  "  Samavaya."  And  thus  no  relation  being  perceptible, 
we  conld  not  recognise  either  the  Individual  or  the  Class.  And  there  being  no  ground 
for  relation,  there  could  be  no  relation  among  the  categories — among  which  the  only 
relation  held  by  the  Vaiceahika  to  subsist  is  that  of  "  Samguvoya,"  which  has  been 
proved  to  be  nan  ett. 
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relation  (between  the  Glass  and  the  Individual ;  nor  could  we  recogn 
any  relation  to  subsist  among  the  six  categories  themselves. 

148.  The  separation  from  Samavaya  would  lead  to  mutual  separat 
(among  objects  said  to  be  related  by  Samavaya)  ;  and  if  the  exisfeei 
of  these  were  certain,  then  there  would  be  no  limit ;  because  of  its  bei 
accompanied  by  another,  and  so  on,  ad  infinitum. 

^  149.  If  it  is  urged  that  the  "  Samavaya  being  identical  with  i 
form  (of  the  objects  themselves),  no  assumption  of  any  other  relation 
necessary," — then  on  account  of  this  identity,  the  Samavaya  may  be  onl 
particular  form  of  the  qualification,  and  the  qualified  (Glass  and  Individtii 

150.  Because  if  it   (Samavaya)  is  different  from  them  (the  obj« 
Glass  and  Individual),  then  it  cannot  subsist  as  a  relation  (between  tb 
two) ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  be  identical  with  these  two,  then  t 
cannot  be  different  (from  one  another). 

151.  "  But  the  object — such  as  the  *  cow  *  f .  i. — not  being  percei 
apart  from  its  properties,  it  would  be  only  an  aggregate  of  these  proper 
(and  have  no  independent  existence  of  its  own, — like  the  forest  and  oi 
like  things)." 

152.  The  Object  is  that  which  permeates  through  such   (propert 
as  have  the  character  of   appearance  and  disappearance,  prior  tb 
comprehension  of  the  properties  themselves.   " 

153.  Therefore  the  object — that  is  perceived,  by  people,  in  the  1 

US  The  question  is — "Is  the  Samav&y a  itself  related  to  the  objects  among  i 
it  is  said  to  subsist,  or  is  it  not  ?  '*  If  it  is  not,  then,  there  can  be  no  Samavaya 
regard  to  the  objects.  And  if  it  is,  then  this  relation  of  Samavaya  with  the  ot 
would  stand  in  need  of  another  relation,  and  so  on,  there  being  no  end  of  Samavay 

149  The  objection  is  that  Samavaya  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  the  form*  -o 
objects  themselves.  The  reply  is  that  in  that  case,  the  Vaioeshika  drifts  to  ware 
theory;  inasmuch  as  we  also  assert  that  the  objects— the  qualification  *  Class*  an 
qualified  '  Individual/  between  which  yon  assert  the  relation  of  Samavaya — are  i< 
cal ;  and  you  also  hold  that  the  relation  between  them  is  that  of  identity ,  which 
to  the  same  thing. 

151  The  meaning  of  the  objection  is  that  the  object  is  not  found  to  differ  fr 
properties;  it  is  only  an  agglomeration  of  the  properties ;  just  as  the  forest  is  onl 
collection  of  trees  in  it ;  and  farther,  we  have  only  five  senses ;  and  all  these  hav( 
purpose  only  in  apprehending  five  sets  of  properties.  Consequently,  as  there 
sixth  sense,  we  can  never  perceive  anything  besides  these  properties. 

16B  The  sense  of  the  reply  to  the  last  Karika  is  that  the  properties— colour, 
have  the  character  of  appearing  and  disappearing — e.g.,  the  greenness  of  the  fro 
appears,  and  yellowness  appears ;  therefore  it  is  that  which  conforms  with  bofc1 
properties  (the  one  going  and  the  other  coming),  which  is  the  object,  the  frui 
this  must  be  different  from  both  greenness  and  yellowness;  inasmuch  as  wh 
former  has  disappeared,  and  the  latter  has  appeared,  the  fruit  itself  has  all  aloi 
tinned  the  same  ;  and  it  is  possible  to  have  a  cognition,  (though  only  undefined 
the  abstract)  of  the  fruit,  as  apart  from  its  properties. 

1&3  This  sums  up*  the  authoritative  character  of  Concrete  Cognition.    "1 
become,  $rc" — this  refers  to  the  Yedantio  objection  brought  forward  in  Karika  1< 
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of  Class,  Ac.  (t  e.,  as  specified  by  these) — does  not,  by  this  fact,  become  of 
another  form ;  and  heuce  it  cannot  be  untrustworthy. 

154.  That  object,  whose  difference  from  its  properties   is  clearly 
defined, — even  of  this,  the  identity  (with  the  properties)  being  permanent, 
there  can  be  no  falsity  (or  untrustworthiness)  of  its  concrete  cognition. 

155.  It  is  .only  that   wbich,  while  having  one  cognisable  form,  is 
cognised  in  another,  that  is  false;  and  not  that  which  is  always  cognised  it* 
its  own  permanent  form. 

156.  That  which  is  cognised  by  more  senses  than  one  does  not  (only 
on  that  account)   come  to  be  of  diverse  forms ;  for  if  it  were  so,  then 
any  and  every  object  would  come  to  have  diverse  forms,  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  cognised'  by  the  (same)  sense,  as  located  in  the  bodies  of  different 
persons. 

157.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  in  this  case  the  senses  of  all  person  would 
be  of  the  same  c&w*,  and  as  such  in  a  way  identical," — then  we  could  have 
(the  same  in  the  other  case  also — the  non-difference  being  based  upon) 
the  sameness  of  the  class  "  Sense-organ.1'    The  class  "  Being  "  too,  is  not 
diverse,  because  of  its  cognition  being  always  the  same  (even  though  it/ 
is  cognisable  by  all  the  five  Sense-organs). 

158.  Colour,  Taste,   Odour,  <fcc.,  do  not  become  identical   with  one 
another ;  because  of  the  difference  in  their  cognitions.     The  Singleness  and 

*M  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  of  the  Buddhists :  "  An  object  cognised 
by  the  senses  of  touch  and  sight  would  come  to  have  diverse  forms.  .For  if  even  on 
the  diversity  of  the  comprehending  organ,  there  were  no  diversity  in  the  forms  of  the 
object  comprehended,  then  there  would  be  no  difference  between  smell  and  colour,  Ac. 
If  it  be  urged  that  the  class  'Being1  is  perceived  by  means  of  all  the  five  senses,— we 
deny  this  j  because  no  such  class  can  be  perceived  by  the  five  senses.  And  if  you  assert 
a  commixture  of  the  Sense-organs,  then  it  would  be  superfluous  to  postulate  more 
than  one  Sense-organ— that  of  Touch,  for  instance;  and  the  functions  of  all  the  other 
senses  might  be  accepted  as  congregating  in  this  alone."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is 
that  the  mere  fact  of  being  cognised  by  more  senses  than  one  does  not  constitute 
sufficient  ground  for  postulating  a  diversity  in  its  forms.  For  if  that  £ a*fc  were  the 
sole  ground  for  diversity,  then  even  one  object  perceived  by  means  of  a  siujle  sense, 
.would  have  to  be  taken  as  diverse ;  inasmuch  as  the  object  is  cognised  by  many  persons,' 
and  as  such  there  is  a  diversity  in  the  comprehending  sense — this  diversity  being  that 
of  the  senses  as  belonging  to  various  persons. 

W  The  objector  says  that  though  the  one  sense— of  Touch,  f  .i.,— may  belong  to 
different  persons,  yet  everyone  of  these  is  the  "  Sense  of  Touch  " ;  and  as  such  t>«>re 
is  no  real  diversity  in  the  comprehending  organ.  The  meaning  of  the  reply  is  tht.' 
though  the  Sense  of  Touch  may  differ  from  the  Sense  of  Sight,  yet  both  equally  are 
"  Sense  j"  and  as  such,  in  our  case  too,  there  is  no  real  diversity,  Though  the  class 
( Being1  is  cognisable  by  all  the  senses,  yet  its  cognition  being  of  the  same  form,  in  all 
cases,  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  many  forms. 

168  In  the  same  manner,  colour,  taste,  &c,,  cannot  be  said  to  be  identical  j  because 
all  of  them  are  cognised  to  be  of  the  same  character.  We  can  however  call  these 
"  single,"  taking  them  as  forning  parts  of  the  class  "  Being,1'  and  "  many"  or  " diverse," 
when  they  are  taken  in  their  respective  individual  forms  of  colour,  taste,  Ac. 
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manifoldmw  of  these  may  be  explained  as  being  due  respeeti?elj,  to 
being  considered  collectively  as   **  Being,"  or  individually,  as 
<fc  Taste,"  «  Odour,"  &c. 

159.     Jn  some  cases,    tliere  being  a  commixture  of  various 
functions,  we  conclude  tliat  the  Sense-organ  functioning  is  not  one  ; 
in  certain  cased  we  have  a  definite  idea  as  to  the  respective  importance 
the  various  Sense-functions,  based  upon  the  comparative  strength   &1-* 
•weakness  of  the  Sense-organs. 

160-161.    As  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  Mind,  we  find  that  wi^ 
regard  to  Colour,  <&a,  it  functions  in  conjunction  with  the  eye,   and 
other    Sense-organs;  while  with  regard  to  pleasure,  pain,  <&c.,  we 
it   functioning  independently  by  itself.    The  absence  of   commixture 
one  case  does  not   necessitate  its   absence  in  every  case  ;  nor  does 
perception  of  commixture  in  one  case  necessitate  its  presence  in  auotb  &:p 
case. 

162.    Because  we  find  that  there  is  a  remembrance  of  sound,  even 
the  destruction  of  the  ear  ;  and  also  because  we  find  that  on  such 
tionf   there  is  no  perception   of  any  present  sound  ;  —  we  conclude 
there  is  a  definite  standard  (regulating  the   relative  importance  of 
senses). 


15»  This  Karika  refutes  the  objection  of  the  superfluousneas  of  postulating 
than  one  sense.  The  meaning  is  that,  because  two  functions  of  two  senses 
mixed  up  in  the  cognition  of  a.  single  object,  it  does  not  follow  that  there  Is  only  o:xx«Ei 
Sense-organ  ;  since  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  that  one,  whose  sense  of  rision  ** 
strong,  and  that  of  audition  weak,  sees  distant  objects,  but  does  not  hear  distant  sonnet*** 
and  vice  versa.  Such  adjustment  of  the  Sense-functions  could  not  be  possible,  if  fc1n& 
Sense-organ  were  one  only.  Therefore,  even  though  any  two  Sense-functions  majr 
become  mixed  up  in  the  cognition  of  an  object,  get  the  two  Sense-organs  remaita. 
distinct. 

180.SI  These  Klrlkas  have  in  view  the  objection  that  *'  Coining  across  a  comTaibc— 
tare  of  Sense-functions,  ia  the  case  of  the  cognition  of  8ubstancet  we  might  also  In£«« 
the*  commixture  to  belong  to  the  cases  of  Colour-perception  and  the  rest."    The  aenser 
of  the  reply  is  that,  that  which  has  been  seen  to  exist  in  one  case,  cannot  necessarily 
be  said  to  exist  in  erery  other  cage.    As  for  instance,  we  find  that,  in  the  case  of  tlxc 
cognition  of  colour,  &c,,  we  find  the  mind  functioning  with  the  help  of  the  ext©nua«i 
organs,  the  eye  and  the  rest,  whereas  in  the  cases  of  Remembrance,  Pleasure,  and 
like,  the  mind  is  found  to  function  by  itself  alone.    In  the  same   manner,   of 
external  organs,  the  eye,  &c.,  also,   there  would  be  a  commixture  in  the  case  of 
cognition  of  *»&*towe,  while  in  the  cases  of  the  perception  of  colour,  sound,  Ac., 
of  these  organs  would  be  functioning,  each  by  itself. 

16S  This  KIrika  explains  how  we  come  to  infer  the  fixity  of  the  application  of  tim 
mind,  functioning  as  stated  in  the  last  Karika.  Inasmuch  as  we  find  that  one, 
is  totally  deaf,  remembers  sounds,  and  feels  pleasure,  Ac.,  —  we  infer  that, 
wgr  aad  fmling  jt^eatwre,  Ac.,  the  mind  functions  independently  of  the  external  Sens©  - 
organs.  On  the  other  hand,  we  find  that  the  deaf  are  incapable  of  perceiving  any 
sounds  at  the  present  time  ;  and  thence  we  conclude  that  in  the  perception  of 
sounds.  &c.}  the  mind  stands  in  need  of  the  external  Sense-organs. 
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163.  If  the  Sense-organ  were  only  one,  in  all  cases,  then  either  every- 
thing or  nothing  would  be  perceived.  If  it  be  nrged  that  we  postulate 
different  capacities  (or  functions)  of  the  same  Sense-organ, — then,  these 
capacities  themselves  could  be  said  to  be  so  many  distinct  organs  of  sense. 

16&  A  deaf  person  would  also  hear  sounds,  if  (in  the  perception  of 
sound)  there  were  a  commixture  with  the  eye,  Ac. ;  and  also  if  the  mind 
were  independent  (of  the  external  organs)  with  regard  to  the  cognition 
of  present  objects. 

165.  The  deaf  person  could  not  remember  any  sound,  if  the  ear  were 
the  sole  cause  of  memory ;  or  (if  you  assert  his  remembrance  to  be 
spontaneous,  and  not  due  to  any  cause,  then),  like  remembrance,  he  would 
also  have  a  cognition  of  the  present  sound  (which  is  not  possible). 

166.  And  on  the  other  hand,  there  could  not  be  any  subsequent 
remembrance  of  the  sound,  if  the  mind  had  no  share  in  its  comprehension, 
at  the  time  of  its  cognition  by  the  ear ;  nor  could  there  be  the  non- 
remembrance  of  all  other  things  (at  the  time  of  the  perception  of  sound). 

167.  If  the  person  were  not  dependent  upon  the    Sense-organs, 
then  he  would  have  a  simultaneous  cognition  of  all  things   at  once ; 
because  by  himself,  he  consists  of  pure  consciousness. 

168.  Therefore  in  some  places,  we  must  accept  exclusive  fixity,  as  well 

163  The  postulating  of  five  different  functions  for  any  one  Sense-organ,  is  the  same 
as  postulating  five  distinct  Sense-organs. 

W*  If  there  were  commixture  alone,  there  could  be  no  restriction,  "  If  the  mind, 
$*c" — Because  though  the  deaf  have  no  ears,  yet  they  have  their  minds  intact. 

K«  This  Karlka  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "The  cognition  of  sound 
could  be  explained  as  being  due  solely  to  the  ear ;  why  call  in  the  aid  of  the  mind  ?  " 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  there  could  not  be  a  remembrance  of  any  particular 
sound,  if  the  mind  had  nothing  to  do  with  its  previous  perception.  And  farther,  we 
find  that  an  absent-minded  person,  though  with  his  eyes  all  right  and  quite  open,  is 
unable  to  see  anything.  And  again,  after  a  certain  object— sound,  f.i.~ has  been 
perceived,  one  does  not,  by  that  means,  remember  all  other  objects,  colour,  and  the 
rest.  Therefore  we  conclude  that  the  mind,  the  organ  of  remembrance,  has  got 
something  to  do  wibh  the  perception  of  objects.  Because  if.  we  were  to  accept  the 
agency  of  the  mind  wit.h  regard  to  memory ',  without  admitting  the  fact  of  its  having 
something  to  do  with  the  object  at  the  time  of  its  being  perceived  by  the  Sense-organ, 
then  we  would  be  landing  ourselves  on  an  absurdity, — that  of  the  perception  of  one 
object  bringing  about  the  remembrance  of  all  other  objects  j  since,  in  that  case,  there 
would  be  nothing  to  restrict  the  agency  of  the  mind  to  any  particular  object. 

ill  A  scion  of  the  Yedanti  asserts  that  the  Self  itself  consists  of  pure  conscious- 
ness ;  and  as  such,  all  cognition  is  only  natural  to  it j  whence  there  is  no  necessity  of 
having  either  external  or  internal  organs  of  perception.  The  Karika  means  to  say 
that  if  such  were  the  case,  then  all  sorts  of  cognitions,  of  all  things  iu  the  world, 
would  be  crowding  upon  the  person,  all  at  once. 

168  Through  the  character  of  their  effect,  in  the  shape  of  cognition,  we  infer  the 
capabilities  of  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised ;  and  from  these,  we  infer  that,  in  certain 
oases,— as  in  that  of  colour— there  is  no  commixture ;    while  in  others — as  iu  that  of 
au&sfcmce— we  have  a  commixture. 
13 
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as  commixtoe,  in  accordance  with  the  character  of  tbe  cognition ,- — •fc*3-^ 

two  being  assumed,  from  the  capabilities   of  the   cognisable  (object^      ^^ 
the  cognising   (organ),   in  accordance  with  the  effects  of  these,    i33- 


sliape  of  the  resultant  cognition. 

169.  The  divisions,  of  the  eye,  <bo.,  as  well  as  colour,  Ac.,  are 

to  five  only*    Therefore  though  there  are  many  such  subdivisions  &>& 
B2u0,  JEet?,  Ac.,  ye6  there  is  no  necessity  of  postulating  innumerable 
(for  the  perception  of  each  of  these), 

170.  For  this  reason,  we  conclude  that  it  is  by  means  of  all 
organs  of  sense  that  we  have  the  cognition  of  the  class  "  Beiog  "  aacl. 
class  u  Quality  "  ;  of  the  "  Sabsfeance  "  and  the  "  Shape  "  (of  objects  >, 
cognition  is  caused  by  two  (Sight  and  Touch)  ;  and  of  Colour  and  the   3L 
by  ooly  one  (the  eye,  &c.  one  by  one). 

171.  (Gbj.).  "  Though  identical  Tn'th  the  Class,  Ac,,  jet  the  idea* 
an  object)  would  be  false,  on  account  of  its  being  brought  about, 
identification  with   the  word  ;  —  as  is  the  case  with  the  idea  of  Colour 
the  rest." 

172.  (Eep,).  The  cognitions  of  objects,  as  produced,  are  not  -in. 
form  of  identification   with  words.    Because  the  ideas  prodoced  by 

are  exactly  similar  to  those  that  have  been  brought  about  before  the  OLSO   of 
the  words. 

173.  (Obj.).    "Bafc  the  idea  of  the  fornr  of  the  cow,  in.  the  shapo   o£ 
t'liB  clam  cow,  |v,,  ne^er  appears,  until  there  has  been   a  recognition  of 
relation  subsisting  between  the  word  *  sow  *  and  the  object  (it  denotes)  -** 


As  we  have  the  restricted  applications  of  the  S^nae-  organs,  to 

,  Colour,  Ac.,  —  i.e.,  the  cognition  of  colour  is  resfcricfced  to  the  eye  and  so      on  5 
therefore  we  accept;  theae  as  five  distinct  organs  ;   fomfc  in  the  case  of  Blue,  Reel,   4&o  .» 

there  Is  no  such  restriction,  —  all  colour  being  equally  perceptible  by  the  eye  alotao^  - 
therefore  these  are  nofc  acoepfced  as  separate  subdivisions, 
1?0  This  sums  up  the  conclusions  arrived  at. 

HI  fhe  sense  of  the  objection  embodied  in  the  Kirika  is  this  :  "  The  object 
identical  with  Cfau,  Action  and  Property,  we  grant  the  trustworthiness  of  the  co 
of  SEcli  identity  ;  but  the  word,  in  which  this  idea  is  expressed,  is  something- 
different  (from  the  object,  and  the  Cla$s,  Ac.)  s  therefore  the"  idea,  as  identiHed  . 

fie.,  expreised  in)  the  ipor«l«,  oannofc  bat  be  false.  Such  words  as  *  Cow  *  and  tko  liiszo 
denote  the  CZai«,  Action  and  Property  ,  and  as  such,  specify  such  class  as 
gpeciao  forms  of  themselves;  and  then  subsequently,  they  determine  the  pa 
indiffdoal  objeofc,  as  specified  by  such  Clou,  Ac.  Thus  then  though  there  Is  uo 
attacliing  to  the  object  as  idenfciaed  with  the  Class,  &o.f  yefc  the  identification  c*€  io 
Cte»  ,  Ac.,  with  the  Fbrto  cannot  be  true.  The  proper  name  of  different  object  a  fcoo 
nerve  to  represent  such  objects  as  identical  with  the  names  ;  and  this  identiSe**.fciosi 
of  objects  with  words  cannot  but  be  false," 

«  Th*  idea  of  colour,  |^.-ie.,  jugfc  as  the  identification  of  the  colour  6fce, 
blme  **  is  false, 


M*  That  it  to  say,  the  idea  that  we  have  of  objects  is  not  in  the  form  of  wonia  $ 
ow  cognition  of  an  object  is  not  alwayg  accompanied  by  a  Terbal  expression  of  the- 
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174  "  And  i£  that  (which  appears  in  the  particular  '  cow  ')  were  the 
form  of  the  Class,  &c.,  then  even  one  who  does  not  know  the  word  '  cow  ' 
would  recognise  the  animal  (aa  belonging  to  such  and  such  a  class, 
which  is  an  absurdity).  Thus  then,  both  by  Affirmative  and  Negative 
premises  we  conclude  that  the  object  is  identical  with  the  Word." 

175.  (Rep.).    Just  as  Colour,  Taste,  &c.,  are  recognised,  in  their  own 
fo'rm,  as  different  from  one  another,  even  before  their  expression  in  words, — 
so  would  it  also  be  in  tbe   case   in  question.     The  fact  of  these  having 
different  names  (expression  in  words)  is  something  quite  different  (from 
the  objects  themselves). 

176.  Nor  can  an  object  be  said  to  be  not  cognised,  simply   because  it 
has  not  been  specified  by  words.     Therefore  even  he?  who  does  not  know 
the  word,  can  recognise  the  class  *  Cow/  &c. 

177.  Even  in  the  case  of  a  cognition  produced  by  contact  with   the 
sense  of  hearing,   there  is  no  attribution  of  identity  with  words  ;  because 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  object  and  the  word,  based  upon  the   fact 
of  these  being  cognised  by  the  Bye  and  the  Ear  (respectively)* 

178.  It  is  only  in  the  ascertainment  of  one  property  of  an  object 
with  innumerable  properties,  that  the  word  serves  as  the  means ;  and  it 
could  in  no  case,  be  the  cause  of  the  imposition  of  its  own  identity  (upon 
the  object)* 

179.  Ifor  is  it  possible  for  the  form  of  the  means  to  be  imposed  upon 

nk  The  affirmative  Premies  is:  "  The  idea  of  the  class  ('cow')  is  brought  about 
only  when  the  relation  befcween  the  word  (( cow  J)  and  the  object  (the  Class)  has  been 
duly  ascertained  "  ;  and  the  Negative  Premiss  ia  :  *'  One  who  does  not  know  the  word 
can  have  no  idea  of  the  object,  as  belonging  to  any  particular  class" 

176  Jasfc  as  we  have  the  cognition  of  Colour,  Taste,  &c,,  in  the  abstract,  even 
before  the  cognition  of  any  relation  between  the  word  and  the  object, — so,  in  the  same 
manner,  we  could  also  have  the  cognition  of  Class,  Ac.,  even  before  they  come  to  be 
expressed-  in  words,  in  their  own  specific  forms,  and  not  in  the  form  of  the  words 
(subsequently  recognised  as  denoting  them).  One  who  knows  the  words  is  able  to 
remember  the  names  of  the  class,  £c.,  as  something  over  and  above  the  specific  forms 
of  the  words ;  and  thereby  he  comes  to  give  expression  to  them  in  words. 

n$  It  has  been  argued  in  the  "  Vakyapadiya  "  that  "  one  who  does  not  know  the 
word  cannot  have  any  idea  of  the  class,  because  no  expression  in  words  is  possible  fur 
him ;  and  there  can  be  no  such  idea,  in  the  absence  of  a  corresponding  verbal  <ixpre,s* 
sion."  It  has  also  been  declared  that  "In  the  world  there  is  no  idea  which  is  i. /, 
expressed  in  words ;  all  idea  is  cognised  only  as  expressed  in  words."  The  Karika 
objects  to  this  theory* 

m  Even  in  the  case  of  a  cognition  accompanied  by  Words,  there  is  no  notion  of 
an  identity  befcween  the  Word  and  the  Object  j  because  the  object  is  perceived  by  tho 
Eye,  while  the  Word  is  cognised  by  the  Ear;  and  as  such,  the  cognitions  of  those 
being  radically  different,  they  can  never  be  identical. 

•  178  Words  have  their  use  only  in  defining  or  singling  out  one  out  of  the  many 
properties  of  an  object;  in  -no  case  do  they  lead  to  any  notion  of  their  identity  with 
(he  object. 
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its  object ;  for  it  cannot  in  any  way  be  held  that  the  form  of  the  lamp  or 
of  the  Sense  (of  sight),  is  imposed  upon  the  Colour  perceived, 

180.  If  the  class  *  Cow '  be  always  cognised  in  the  form  of  the  word,— 
then,  inasmuch  as  no  other  form  is  cognised,  how  could  there  be  any 
difference  between  them,  or  any  attribution  of  the  form  of  the  one  to 
the  other  ? 

181.  And  again,  if  there  be  non- difference,  in  reality,  there  can,  be  no 
falsity  (in  the  identity) ;  and  if  there  be  any  difference  in  their  forms, 
then  there  could  be  no  chance  of  the  said  imposition ;  and  the  assumption 
of  such  imposition  would  only  be  erroneous. 

182.  It  is  only  by  means  of  words  that  there  can  be  any  description 
(or  mention)   of  the  object  that  has  been  cognised.     And  for  one  who 
would  describe  either  the  object  or  the  ivord,  or  the  Idea,  the  only  expres- 
sion that  he  could  use  is  "  the  cow.*' 

183.  And  on  account  of  this  identity  of  expression  (or  description), 
the  hearer  comes  to  conceive  the  identity,  of  the  word,  the  idea  and  the 
object,  with  the  expression  (used  by  the  speaker). 

184  Though  the  cause  of  error  is  the  same  (in  both  cases)  it  is  the 
cognition  and  audition  that  are  known  as  imposed  upon  the  object,  and  not 
the  object  upon  those. 

185,  As  a  matter  of  fact  however,  the  idea  of  the  cow  (the  object) 
is  in  the  form  of  *  an  animal  with  dewlaps,  &c.' ;  of  the  c  word '  (Go)  is  in 
the  form  of  the  letters  *  Gra/   &c. ;  and  that  of  the  '  idea  '  of  these  two 
is  without  any  (external)  shape. 

186.  If  the  object  were  always  cognised  to  be  identical,  in  form,  with 

180  If  the  Individual  and  the  Class  were  both  cognised  in  the  ,fonn  of  the  Word 
alone,  then  the  Glass  and    the   Word,   both  being  eternal,  there  would  be  an  absolute 
non-difference  between  the  two ;  and  thereby  there  could  be  no  attribution  of  the  form 
of  the  Word  on  the  Object  or  Class.     That  is  to  say,  the  Class  being  cognised  in  the 
form  of  the  Word,  and  in  no  other  form,  it  would  become  non-different  from  it. 

181  "  Imposition  " — which  has  been  noted  and  denied  in  179. 

182  That  is  to   say,    the   Object,  the   Word,  and  the  Idea  of  the  object,  can  all  be 
described  by  the    expression   "the  cow  "5    the  Word  only  serves  as  the  means  of 
describing  to  others   what   one  has   seen*    And  ifc  is  from  this  fact  that  arises  the 
erroneous  notion  that  the  word  is  identical  with  the  object. 

183  The  hearer  reasons  thus  :    "  Because  the  speaker  uses  the  same  expression  in 
the  case  of  all  the  three,  therefore  he  must  also,  necessarily,  have  the  same  idea  with 
regard  to  them,  <fec,,  &c.M 

186  That  is  to  say,  the  aforesaid  imposition  is  only  an  error;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  form  of  the  idea  is  different  in  each  case. 

186  Some  people  hold  that  the  Word  only  serves  to  denote  its  own  form  j  and 
they  declare  that  there  is  an  imposition  of  this  form  upon  the  individual  Object, 
The  Karlka  objects  to  this  view,  on  the  ground  that,  if  the  object  denoted  by  the 
Word  wore  identical  with  the  Word,  then  we  would  have  the  absurdity  of  there  being 
no  difference  between  such  objects  as  the  playing  dice,  the  tree  Termincdia  belerica  and 
other  objects,  that  arc  all  expressed  by  the  same  word  "Akgha"j  f or  the  word  remaining 
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the  word, — then  in  the  case  of  such  words  as  "Aksha"  (and  others  with 
several  meanings),  the  (different  objects),  dice  and  the  rest,  would  also 
come  to  be  identical. 

187.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  there  may  be  such  an  identity," — (we  reply) 
that  such  identity  is  never  recognised  before  the  use  of  the  word.    If  it 
be  urged  that  "  the  same  may  be  the  case  with  the  class  cow,  &c.,"  we 
deny  this ;  because  in  this  latter  case  we  always  see  only  one  form. 

188.  In  the  case  of  the  plant  terminalia  belerica  and  the  other  two 
(denotations  of  the  word  AJcsha),  there  is  no  conformity  of  any  one  property ; 
the  only  common  factor  being  the  denotability  by  the  word   l  Aksha ' ;    and 
thus  it  is  different  from  words  denoting  a  class  (in  which  there  is  con- 
formity of  properties  among  the  various  individuals  constituting  the  Glass). 

189.  In  the  case  of  the  word  *  Aksha'  however,  we  find  three  forms 
entirely  different  from  one  another.     This  could  not  be  possible  if  there 
were  any  imposition  of  the  form  of  the  word ;  as  there  is  no  difference  in 
the  form  of  the  word  "Aksha,"  (which  continues  to  be  the  same,  what- 
ever meaning  it  may  be  taken  to  denote). 

190.  If  it  be  urged  that  "the  word  'Aksha'  may  be  different  (in 
each  case)  " — we  deny  this ,  because  as  a  matter  of  fact  whenever  this 
word  is  used,  there  is  always  a  doubt  as  to  its  present* signification,  which 
would  not  be  possible,  unless  the  word  remained  the  same  (in  the  case  of 
all  its  significations)  ;  and  secondly,  we  also  actually  find  that  the  form  of 
the  word  is  precisely  the  same  (in  all  cases). 

191.  In  the  case  of  such  words  as  "bhavati"  and  the  like, — where 

the  same,  the  forms  of  the  objects,  being  identical  with  it,  could  not  be  different 
from  one  another. 

1#  The  objection  in  the  first  half  belongs  to  the  Bauddha  theory  that  the  function 
of  a  Word  lies  only  in  the  exclusion  of  everything  other  than  the  object  denoted  by  it ; 
and  as  such  the  meaning  of  the  word  "Aksha"  would  only  be  the  ''negation  of  all 
that  is  not-Akstia  ";  and  in  this  form,  there  cannot  but  be  nou -difference  among  the 
objects  denoted  by  the  Word.  The  Author  replies  that  we  do  not  recognise  any  such 
identity,  prior  to  the  use  of  the  Word  ;  and  without  the  recognition  of  such  a  relation 
(which  according  to  the  Buddhist  is  necessary  in  the  denotation  of  the  Word),  the 
Word  cannot  have  any  meaning.  The  objection  raised  in  the  second  half  of  the 
Karika  means  that  "  the  Mimansaka  also  holds  the  Class  '  Cow '  to  be  one  only ;  and 
as  such,  he  will  also  have  to  face  the  absurdity  of  the  n on- difference  among  thousands 
of  individual  cows."  The  reply  to  this  is  that,  for  the  Mimansaka,  there  is  no  such 
absurdity,  inasmuch  as  all  the  individual  cows  are  actually  found  to  be  identical  (similar) 
to  one  another,  in  their  main  shape,  (the  only  difference  being;  in  the  minor  details). 

,190  Whenever  a  word  with  several  meanings  Is  used,  there  is  always  a  doubt  as 
to  its  true  signification,  which  would  not  be  possible,  if  the  word  did  not  remain  the 
same  iu  all  cases.  The  theory  here  refuted  is  that  the  Word  dues  not  really  consist 
of  the  letters,  but  of  the  "  sphota,"  which  js  held  to  be  peculiar  to  each  word,  and  on 
which  depends  the  signification  of  the  word. 

Ml  "  Bhavati"—(l)  the 'Locative  of  '  Bhavan '  (you),  and  also  (2)  thj  furm  iu  thu 
Present  Tense,  Third  Person,  Singular  of  the  root  "  Mm  "  (to  foe;. 
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there  Is  a  difference  based  upon  (the  word  In  one  case  being)  a 
and  (la  another  case)  a  Verb,  —  the  form  remains  the  same  ;  and  as    B1^0    ' 
If  there  were  any  imposition   (of  the  form  of  the  wo'rd  upon  the  obj^0   '  * 
we  would  have  non-difference  in  the  two  meanings  (of  the  word  takc^c^     a 
a  Pronoun,  and  as  a  Verb). 

192.  The  formation  of  the  word  being  precisely  the  same  in  both 
(tlutc  ati,  as  a  Pronoun,  and  as  a  Verb),  how  can  the  verbal  expre 
be  said  to  have  the  character  of  something  to  he  accomplished?     Or  a 

how   could  the  shapeless    (immaterial)  icord  have  a  shaped  (corporest^  or 
material)  signification  ? 

193.  If  the  words-  *C4  7,'  *  horse*  and  *  white*  were  indepencle*^  °* 
the  form  of  the  objects  ctd&oted,  how  conk!  there  be  any  restriction 

the  denotations  o£  these,  as  resting  in  4  class  J  *  quality/  &c.  ? 

194     The  difference  between  the  words  "  Tree  "  "and  "  The  fig. 
being  exactly  the  same  as  (that)    between  (these  and)  the  icords  " 
&c.,  —  how  could  there  be  in  the  case  of  the  former  couple,  any 
of  the  general  and  the  particular  t  if  we  did  not  take  into  consider 
the  forms  of  the  objects  (independently  of  the  words)  ? 

195,    NOT  could  there  be  any  co-substrateness  (of  the  object 
and  the  Idea  produced  by  the  word),  as  (there  is  none)  in  the  case  of 


iS2  As  In  the  case  of  tlio  pronoun,  so  also  in  that  of  the  Verb,  the  Word  is 
complete  and  accomplished.  And  then  if  the  form  of  the  Word  were  imposed  -o/pcm 
(uud  identical  with)  thafc  of  the  Meaning,  how  could  the  meaning  of  the  Yourl*  "be 
truM  to  be  in  the  course  of  completion  ?  For  the  verb  '  pachati*  does  not  signify  i>iie 
i-tHujutetior*  of  the  action  of  couMng  ;  it  only  signifies  tUafc  the  *  action  of  eoolciug 
,-  «"?*  progress/  Some  people,  again,  hold  the  object  to  be  a  particular  modification  of 
the  Wordj  and  this  is  refuted  by  the  latter  sentence  of  the  Text.  The  meaning  of  fclie 
IvJriki  is  that  a  material  modification  can  belong  only  to  a  material  primary.  I:o,  tlie 
C.I.SH  in  question,  however,  the  word  being  immaterial,  cannot  have  material  mocllfica' 
i  '.  „  ua  in  the  shape  of  the  jar,  &c, 

i^>  If  it  was  the  mere  form  of  the  Word  that  was  imposed  upon  the  object  dertotool,-  — 
ttiilioui  »».iiy  idea  of  the  cZuss,  &c.,  —  how  cuuld  we  say  that  **  auch  and  such  au  woird 
dei»c>'.  •«  the  class,  and  another  denotes  the  pnwry.1* 

I*1*  i'ou  say  that  the  fonn  of  the  object  aigniiied  by  the  Word  is  identical  wlfcli    t!ie 
:  ;-ui  of  :ho  Word  itself.    But-  you  see  that  the  difference  between  the  words  *£  TJTOO  " 
;u  ;i  "4  1  icr'*  would,  in  that  case,  be  exactly  the  same  as  that  between  the  words  **  JTfcir  }* 
»iu-  "  Tree"  ;  and  then  what  does  this  lead  to?     It  cannot  but  l 
...in  U  <k  relction  that  subsists  between  the  two  objects  Tree  and  Fig  is  exactly  tho 
H   ilu:   which  subsists  between    the   TM  and  the  jar  ,-  which  would  mean  that; 
H   *  >  ri'luiiuii  between  t!»e  generic  term  *v  Tree  "  and  the  particular  term  u  Fig,1* 

I^   t  t   such  instances  as   the   **  blue  lotus'*  (where  there  is  a  ca-sabstra*tonosjg 

o.»vvv"  liiepropt'i-ty  6!uea^>  *md  the   class   fom*),  as   there   is  no  co-3ttbstnk.-beu.ess 

^•tvi'ti   nxc   WorJ  aud  the  Id^a,  there  would  be  none  between  the  /t&a  ami  the   O&j&ct 

I    ,  '.  i    bec^uiv,  according  to  you,  it  la  the  IKunf  itself  that  is  denoted;  and  as      -fchiere 

•      i,\,«    -.iioitU  iii  the  compound  "  blue  lotus/*  the  uhjcct  denoted  by  it  canuot  be    oi\e  ; 

>T  r  !  '••  ithjocts  uro  two,  there  can  be  no  co-substratcnfetis  between  the  concept    **  l>lue 

1.  vi.    '     IAI  ii»v  ii'^iis*  deiiOted  by  ^he  two  mortis.    If  it  be  urged  that  4taa  in  tlx^  case 
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word  and  the  Idea.     Nor  can  two  distinct  Ideas  cohere  in  one  undefined 
(abstract)  cognition. 

196.  If  it  be  urged  that  'the  coherence  is  in  the  Substance    (in 
general)  ' — then,  all  such  words,  as  *  cow/  £  horse/  <fcc.,   would  come  to 
have   one  and  the  same  meaning;    because   all  these  words   signify   a 
substance. 

197.  The  expression  *  blue  lotus  '  too  is  not  used  with  reference  to  a 
particular  case  of  non- difference  (between   Hueness  and  lotus)  ;   for  if  it 
were  so,  then  the  expression  could  not  be  used  elsewhere  (i.e.,  in  the  case 
of  another  blue  lotus)  ;  whereas  we  see  that  such  use  is  desirable. 

198.  Nor  do  you  accept  the  obj.ect  "  blue  lotus  "  to  be  one  only,  (and 
reasonably  so), — because  (in  the  compound  *  blue  lotus '  )  we  recognise  a 

of  the  theory  of  the  denotation  of  Class,  &o.t  by  the  Word,  the  words  'bine  lotas' 
give  rise  to  only  one  conception  in  the  abstract,  (i.e.,  the  abstract  Idea  of  tlie  Blue 
Lotus),  so,  in  our  case  too,  we  could  assort  that  there  is  oo-substrateness  between  the 
concept  '  blue  lotus,'  and  the  aforesaid  abstract  Idea,"— -to  this  we  reply  that  in  your 
case,  there  is  nothing  to  regulate  the  abstract  signification  of  the  words  c  blue '  and 
*  lotus.'  In  our  case,  we  assort  the  word  "  bine  *;  to  denote  a  property  and  Motus  '  to 
denote  an  individual  of  the  class  "  lotus ;"  and  hence  we  find  the  relation  of  the 
qualification  and  the  qualified  subsisting  between  the  two  ;  and  thereby  we  make  "lotus" 
the  chief  member  of  the  compound,  which  fact  serves  to  restrict  the  abstract  Idea  to 
the  lotus  and  not  to  the  blueness.  While  according  to  you,  both,  words  signifying  their 
abstract  Ideas,  there  would  be  nothing  to  restrict  the  abstract  denotation  of  the  com- 
pound to  anyone  of  the  two  objects.  Says  the  Kagikd :  "  Two  ideas  are  said  to  he 
co-substrate  only  when  they  are  found  to  inhere  in  the  same  substrate.  In  accordance 
with  the  Imposition  TJieoryt  where  can  they  cohere  ?  For  they  cannot  do  so  in  the 
specific  Abstract  Property  ("  Siwtlahshana")  ;  because  this  is  not  definable.  In  our 
theory  however,  there  can  be  such  co-inherence,  inasmuch  as  we  assert  that  a  portion 
of  the  denoted  object  enters  into  the  Abstract  Idea  produced  by  the  Wood," 

*9S  It  has  been  shown  above  that  there  can  be  no  co-inheren.ee  ia  the  c  awalakshana  * 
of  the  signification  of  the  compound  "  blue-lotus."  Under  the  circumstances,  if  the 
co-inherence  be  held  to  be  in  the  substance  in  general — i.e.,  if  the  co-substrateness  of 
( lotus  *  and  *  blue '  be  held  to  be  located  ia  their  generic  character  of  'Substance' — 
then  inasmuch  as  this  latter  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  all  siguiftcant  words,  all  objects 
denoted  by  words  would  become  GO- substrates  with  one  another. 

197  If  the  expression  "blue  lotus"  were  held  to  be  restricted  to  one  such  lotus 
in  particular,  then  there  would  be  no  use  of  the  expression  in  the  case  of  any  other 
such  lotus ;  and  this  is  not  desirable. 

198  you  do  not  admit  of  any  such  class  as  "  blue  lotus " — which  would  include 
many  individual  blue  lotuses ;  and  as  such,  you  cannot  base  the  use  of  the  compound 
upon  any  such  classt  which  is  the  only  way  of  applying  one  name  to  many  objects. 
And  further,  you  do  not  even  admit  any  single  object,  as  blue  lotus ;  which  you  could 
very  reasonably  accept,  in  accordance  with  your  theory  that  the  objects  are  identical 
with  i,he  words  denoting  them.     Though  such  acceptance  would  not  be  right,  inasmuch 
as  "blue"  find  '"loin*!'"  arc  two  distinct  word*,  <aid  ua  such  they  form  the  two  members 
of  a  compound,  and  accordingly  they  have  two  «liMtmct  forms,  whence  they  must  ba 
taken  to  signify  two  distinct  objects ;  for-  the  simple  reason  that  the  imposition  of  the 
terms  of  two  distinct  words  cannot  result,  in  the  denotation  of  a  single  object. 
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difference,  of  words  and  meanings,  based  upon  tie  (two)  members  (of    ** 
uompottnd). 

199.  We  also  come  across  cases  of  tlie  imposition  of  two  words 
tlie  same  object) ;  e.g.,  in  the  case  of  synonyms ;  and  in 'such  cases, 
too  woald  become  co-substrate,  like  the  expression  "  blue  lotas," 

200.  A  word  is  never  nsed  with  reference  to  any  object  that  has 
been  perceived  before ;  and  then,  at  the  time  of  the  comprehension  of 
relation  (between  the  word  and  the  object),  what  sort  of  object  wonlct 
Cognised  ? 

201.  Because  at  that  time  it  is  not  possible  for  the  form  of  the  i 
to  be  imposed  npon  that  of  tbe  object ;  nor  is  the  relation  (of  the  wo> 
comprehended  in  reference  to  the  particular  object  spoken  of. 

202.  And  if  the  power  of  imposing  its  own  form  belonged  to 
word,  independently  of  the  comprehension  of  the  relation, — then,  we 
have  such  imposition  of  forms,  even  in  the  case  of  a  word  that  is  \ 
for  the  first  time. 

199  If  in  the  case  of  "  blue-lotus/1  you  assert  the  co-substratenesa  to  oonsis* 
the  fact  of  the  two  words  being  nsed  in  close  proximity,  then  in  cases  where 
synonyms  are  pronounced  together,  when  the  meaning  of  a  certain  word  Is 
explained  to  others — e.g.,  "  Utpalam  Kamalam" — you  would  hare  to  admit 
strateness  of  these  words  also,  which  is  an  absurdity, 

800  gays  the  Kagika :  "  A.  word  is  not  able  to  signify  an  object,  unless  its  relafcioTi. 
it  has  been  ascertained ;  and,  no  such  relation  can  be  ascertained,  unless  the  object* 
been  perceived.    Therefore  it  would  be  a  hard  nut  to  crack,  for  the  upholder  of 
Imposition  Theory,  to  explain  what  sort  of  object  is  perceived  at  the  time  of  the 
prehension  of  the  said  relation."    The  question  implies  that  the  object  cannot 
cognised  in  any  way — in  accordance  with  the  Imposition  Theory,    The  next ! 
explains  why  there  can  be  no  such  cognition  of  the  object. 

*01  "Because,  $*c.n — t.e.,  because  it  is  only  after  the  relation  has  been  ascertain od 
that  there  is  a  conception  of  the  identity  of  the  word  with  the  object.  The  Ktr^'Cfcei 
adds:  "The  object  being,  according  to  you,  of  the  same  form  as  tbe  word,  it  canxiot 
bring  about  any  idea  of  such  form,  unless  it  has  itself  been  f  ally  comprehended  before  - 
hand.  Thus  then  the  comprehension  of  the  relation  would  depend  npou  the  imposition^ 
and  this  imposition  too  would  depend  upon  a  fall  comprehension  of  the  relation ;  £txni 
we  wonld  have  the  fault  of  mutual  Inter- dependence*" 

."Nor  is  the  comprehension,  $*c." — The  relation  of  the  word  with  its  denotation.  Is 
not  comprehended  with  reference  to  any  one  particular  object — f,L,  the  individual  COTV  ; 
for  if  ifc  were  so,  then  the  word  (the  name  "cow")  could  not  be  used  with  referexi.ee 
to  any  other  individual  of  the  same  class  ("cow");  inasmuch  as  the  relation  is,  a.s 
held  by  you,  restricted  to  the  former  individual,  And  thus  we  would  have  to  postula/fce 
endless  relations— in  fact,  as  many  as  there  may  be  individuals  that  we  come  across. 

*02  That  is  to  say,  this  would  give  ri^e  to  the  absurdity  that  the  meaning  of  a. 
word  would  be  fully  comprehended,  even  by  one  who  hears  it  for  the  first  time,  jTtstj 
as  well  as  any  other  person,  who  may  have  known  it  for  ever  so  long.  If  the  imposi- 
tion of  the  form  of  the  word  on  the  object  were  independent  of  any  comprehension 
of  the  relation  subsisting  between  the  word  and  the  object,  then  one  who  hears 
word  "cow"  pronounced  for  the  first  time  would  also  understand  that  it  < 
certain  animal  with  lewlaps,  &c.» — which  is  an  absurdity* 
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203.  For  us,  however,  no  remembrance  of  the  object  denoted  results 
an  the  first  utterance  of  the  word,  because  the  person  does  not  yet  know 
the  object  (it  denotes).     Whereas  according  to  you  the  form  of  the  object 
would  be  perceived  in  that  of  the  words. 

204.  Just  as  with  regard  to  objects,   that  form  the  denotations  of 
unknown  words,  there  is  no  idea  of  these  (words  as  denoting  such  objects); 
so  similarly,  in  the  case  of  words  whose  denotations  are  not  known,  (there 
is  no  idea  of  the  object  as  denoted  by  such  words),  even  when  the  word 
has  been  heard. 

205.  Thus  then,   the  denotations    (».e.,  the  objects)   do   not  depend 
entirely  upon  words  ;  on  the  other  hand,  since  words  have  the  function  of 
recalling  the  (p re-cognised)  object,  therefore  we  come  to  recognise  the 
dependence  of  these  (words  upon  objects,  and  not  that  of  objects  upon  words). 

206.  For  these  reasons,  we  conclude  that  it  is  only  the  form  o£  the 
object-,  cognised  at  the  time  of  the  comprehension  of  the  relation  ( between 
words  and  their  denotations),  that  is  cognised  through  the  word  also;  and 
the  (original)  form  of  the  object  is  in  no  case  totally  suppressed. 

207.  We  do  not  in  any  way  cognise  the  identity  of  the  word,  in  the 
idea,  that  is  pi'oduced  by  the  word,  either  in  the  case  o*f  activity,  or  in  that 
of  cessation  f rom  activity. 

208.  If  we  accepted   the  theory  of  the  imposition   (of  the  form  of 
words  upon  the  objects  they  denote),  then  we  would  comprehend  different 
meanings  from  the  (synonymous)  words — "  kara"   "  hasta"  etc. ;  because 
there  is  a  difference  in  the  forms  of  these  words. 

20&-2IO.     The  imposition  of  the  identity  of  anything  is  found  to  be 
due  either  to  similarity  or  to  reflection*     In  the  present  ease,  however,   we 

808  The  above  objection  does  not  apply  to  onr  theory  j  because  we  "hold  that;  the 
comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  a  word  depends  npon  a  certain  relation  that  subsists 
between  the  word  and  the  object  it  denotes ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  hearing  of  a  word 
for  the  first  time,  as  the  hearer  is  unable  to  recognise  tbe  relation  that  subsists  between 
that  word  and  its  denoted  object,  he  can  derive  no  conception  from  this  word.  This 
argument  however  does  not  serve  the  Imposition  Theory  y  because  according  to  this 
the  form  of  the  object  is  identical  with  that  of  the  word ;  and  hence  as  soon  as  the 
word  is  heard  (even  though  it  be  for  the  first  time),  there  must  follow  the  conception 
of  the  object,  which  is  absurd. 

i06  k<  Sit>pp-  essed  "=changed  j  that  is  to  say,  when  the  word  is  used,  the  form  of 
the  object  does  not  become  changed  into  that  of  the-  word,  as  held  by  the  Imposition 
Theory. 

*°7  Aud  hence  there  can  be  no  |C  imposition  "  of  the  form  of  the  word  upon  th» 
object. 

209.310  We  find  that  there  is  an  "  imposition  "  of  the  identity  of  silver  in  the  shell, 
on  the  ground  of  their  similarity.  There  is  also  an  imposition  (or  attribution)  of 
identity  in  the  case  of  the  redness  of  the  rose  and  the  crystal,  on  th©  ground  of  the- 
redness  being  reflected  in  the  crystal.  Bub  in  the  case  of  the  alleged  identity  of  tha- 
forms  of  the  word  and  the  object,  we  find  none  of  the  aforesaid  grounds  for  imposition. 
Therefore  we  conclude  that  there  ia  uo  such  identity  in  this,  last  case. 
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do  not  find  in  the  word,  any  similarity  with  the  object ',  nor  can  there  be 
any  reflection  of  the  word  (on  tha  object)  which  is  at  a  distance  from  it  j 
nor  could  any  reflection  from  a  distance  be  possible  in  the  case  of  an  object 
which  has  no  (bodily)  shape. 

211.  And  if  the  proximity  (of  the  word)  to  the  object  were  said 
to  be  due  to  the    all-pervading  character  of  words, — then  eveiy  object; 
.would  come  to  be  reflected  upon  by  every  word. 

212.  And  again,  anything  that  is  perceptible  by  a  different  Sense- 
organ  cannot  be  the  reflector  of  an  object ;  for  the  perception  of  the  rock 
crystal,  even  when  having  the  reflection  of  shellac,  is  not  brought  about  by 
the  Senses  of  Touch,  etc, 

213.  If  we  accepted  "  Imposition/'  then  Inference  and   Verbal  Testi- 
mony would  both  become  false ;  and  because  of  the  falsity  of  all  specifica- 
tion, there  would  also  follow  a  negation  of  all  things  (through  falsity), 

214.  If  the  opponent  were  to  say  "  let  it  be  so," — then  his  own  words 
also  becoming  untrustworthy   (for  the  same  reason),  how  could  he  make 
any  true  declaration  ?     For  certainly  3  no  truth  is  cognised  through  false 
(untrustworthy)  assertions. 

215.  Also  from  the  arguments  (we  shall  bring  forward   later  on) 
against  the  puiiyavada,  we  infer  the  functions  of  the  Cognition  and  Word  to 
be  true;  but  the  form  of  the  object  can  never  be  dependent  upon  the  word. 

216.  Therefore,  even  before  the  use  of  the  word,  those  objects  that 
are  cognised  by  the  ideas  of  distinctness,  oneness,  etc.,-— of  such  objects,  the 
existence  is  ever  real. 

217.  Even  in  the  case  of  such  objects  (Virtue.,  etc.),  as  are  known 
only  by  words,  though  there  can  be  no  idea  of  the  object,  in  the  absence  of 
the  word, — yet  the  form  of  the  object  is  not  totally  destroyed  (i.e.,  cannot 
be  denied). 

218.  (As  for  instance)  in  the  absence  of  the  eye,  the  form  of  colour  is 
not  perceived ;  but  from  this  we  do  not  conclude  that  the  form  of  colour 
has  been  destroyed  (and  does  not  exist). 

219.  The  relation   (between  the  word  and  the  object)  being  eternal,  it 

21*  The  reflected  and  that  which  id  reflected  upon  must  both  be  perceived  by  the 
game  Sense-organ. 

*'*  If  all  concrete  cognition  be  said  to  "be  false,—as  it  must  be  in  accordance  with 
the  Imposition  Theory — ;  then  ail  the  Means  of  Right  Notion,  Inference  and  the  rest, 
wonld  become  false  j  since  every  ene  of  these  is  based  upon  well-defined  (concrete) 
eognniona.  "Every thing1* — i.e.,  all  worldly  affairs. 

Wft  After  the  use  of  the  word,  tlxe  conception  of  the  object  is  always  In  keeping 
•with  some  foregoing  perception.  Even  in  the  case  of  objects,  whose  names  are  not 
known  to  us,  we  have  such  notions,  as  that  of  its  being  different  from  other  objects, 
beinff  only  one  in  number,  and  BO  forth  ;  consequently  the  existence  of  ®ach  objects  can 
never  be  denied, 

819  Thig  KIrikl  has  the  following  objection  in  view  :  "  We  grant  that  the  form  o,C 
the  object  is  different  froftx  that  of  the  word ;  then  the  case  will  be  this,  that  in  the? com- 
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cannot  be  said  that  the  object  is  never  perceived  in  tbe  form  of  the  word 
(which  is  beld  to  be  imposed  upon  it)  ;  because  all  men  do  not,  at  one 
and  the  same  time,  perceive  the  object  in  another  form  (*'.«.,  in  a  form 
different  from  that  of  the  word). 

220.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  same  (argument)  would  apply  to  the 
case  of  (the  cognition  of  the  object  as)  being  of  the  same  form  (as  the 
word)," — then  (we  reply  that)  when  both  of  these  cases  are  true,  jnsfe 
consider  whether  the  object  itself  is  incapable  of  being  denoted  by  that 
word,  or  the  cogniser  himself  is  incapable  of  comprehending  the  significa- 
tion of  the  word  P 

221-22.  The  negation  and  affirntation  (of  the  denotability  by  the 
word)  in  the  object,  cannot  both  be  possible;  because  of  the  two  being' 
mutually  contradictory ;  whereas  it  is  quite  reasonable  to  lay  down  denota- 
tiveuess  and  non-denotaHveness  (of  the  word),  in  accordance  with  the 
difference  (in  the  capabilities)  of  the  cognising  persons; — as  in  the  case  of 
the  blind  and  the  non-blind,  with  regard  to  the  (perception  of)  colour 
(presented)  before  them.  For  these  reasons  the  cognition',  in  the  object, 
of  the  form  of  the  word  (t.e.,  the  denotabilifey  of  the  object  by  that  word), 

prehension  of  tlie  relation  of  the  word  and  tlie  object,  the  object  wonld  not  be  perceived 
in  the  form  of  the  word;  and  it  wonM  be  only  after  such  comprehension  of  the  rela- 
tion, that  the  object  would  be  cognised  m  the  form  of  the  word ;  and  this  would 
ultimately  mean  that  the  object,  which  h-ts  not  tlie  form  of  the  word,  would  come  to  be 
cognised  as  having  the  form  of  the  ivord  ;  and  this  idea  cannot  but  be  wronsf."  The 
sense  oi*  the  reply  is  that  the  relation  between  the  word  and  its  denotation  being  eternal, 
this  foiaiion,  even  before  its  comprehension,  ?ubsists  all  the  same;  and  the  object  all 
along  lias  the  capability  of  being  denoted  by  that  word;  and  it  is  only  this  capability 
thai  becomes  manifested,  after  the  dtie  comprehension  of  the  aforesaid  relatioti;  and 
again  it  is  this  capability  that  is  meant,  when,  we  say  that  u  the  object  has  the  form  of 
the  word," — which  statement  does  not  mean  that  the  forms  of  the  word  and  the  object 
are  identical.  "  Bat  how  do  you  know  that  this  capability  is  eternal  ?  "  For  the 
simple  reason  that,  from  the  mere  fact  of  one  man  not  knowing  the  relation  subsisting 
between  the  word  and  the  object,  we  cannot  conclude  that  the  relation  is  not  known 
to  any  person  in  the  world ;  and  hence  we  cannot  assert  that  all  men,  at  one  and  the 
same  time,  are  ignorant  of  the  denotability  of  the. object  by -the  word.  That  is  to  say, 
though  one  may  not  know  the  object  cow  by  the  name  "  Cow,"  yet  there  are  sure  to  be 
others  who  will  know  it  by  that  name ;  and  thns  we  find  that  the  denotability  of  the 
objet't  by  tlie  word  cannofc  be  entirely  denied  at  any  time. 

230  xhe  sense  of  the  objection  is  that,  as  has  been  said  in  the  case  of  the  denot- 
ability of  the  object, — that  all  men  do  not  alt  at  once  recognise  the  object  by  a  particular 
name — ,  so  may  it  also  be  asserted  that  '  all  men  do  not,  all  afe  once,  come  to  recognise 
the  denotability  of  an  object  by  a  particular  Word.'  It  is  said  in  reply  that  the  reason- 
ing might  truly  apply  to  both  cases ;  but  if  a  little  consideration  is  given  to  the  point 
as  to  which  of  the  two  alternatives  is  the  more  reasonable, — (I)  either  that  the  object 
ittfwlf  is  not  denotable  by  the  w*ord,  because  one  man  does  not  know  it  by  that  name, 
or  <2j  that  such  individual  non-recognition  only  implies  a  certain  incapacity  in  the 
rmuj  himsulf — ,  it  wouM  appear  which  is  more  acceptable  and  compatible  wit.h  well- 
ascertained  fact*. 
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belongs  only  to  on*  who  knows  the  word  (as  denoting  that  special  object), 
arid  to  none  else. 

223.  (Obj.).  "I"  such  words  (proper  names)  as  '  Devadatta '  and  the 
like,  we    find  a  beginning    of   the   assertion  of  the  relation   (subsisting 
between  the  name  and  the  person)  ;  and  therefore  the  object  being  (in  this 
case)  non-eternal,  its  conformity  to  the  word  (denotability)  would  also  be 
non-eternal." 

224.  (Rep.).    In   sucb  cases  also  (t.e.,  in  proper  names)  we  accept 
ihe  eternal  character  of  the  power  of  producing  a  cognition  of  the  form  of 
the  word  (with  regard  to  the  object),  as  belonging  to  the  signified  object 
and  the  signifying  word ;    it  is   only  the  application  of  the  name  to  a 
particular  object  that  can  be  non-eternal  (having  a  beginning  in  time). 

225.  Prior  to  such,  conventional  application,  no  one  ever  cognises  the 
denotability  (by  the  word,  of  the  particular  individual) ;  and  hence  some 
people  accept  the  falsity  of  (these),  iu  accordance  with  the  theory  of 
,   ^position. 

226.  The  denotativeness  of  the  word  is  held  to  be  true,  whenever  the 
word  serves  as  the  means  of  bringing  about  the  idea  of  an  individual  object, 
exactly  as  it  had  been  perceived  before  the  word  had  been  heard. 

227.  Or,  granted  that  it  is  only  after  such   conventional  application, 

MS  In  the  case  of  proper  nameR,  the  object  and  (hence)  the  relation  being  both 
transient,  the  denotability  of  the  object  by  the  name  wotild  also  be  transient  j  and 
hence  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  form  of  the  word  (which  is  not  that  of  the  obj«ct) 
is  falsely  attributed  to  the  object.  That  is  to  say,  the  denotability  of  the  object  by 
its  name  is  not  always  eternal ;  and  as  such,  the  argument  based  upon  the  eternality 
of  such  relations  falls  to  the  ground. 

*S*  The  word  "  Devadatta,"  by  its  natural  denotative  power,  signifies  the  benefliC' 
tion  :  may  the  gods  give  him  to  us;  and  in  this  sense,  the  name  *'  Devadatta"  too,  like 
the  word  "  cow/*  would  have  an  eternal  relation  with  its  denotation,  the  aforesaid 
benediction  j  and  hence  even  in  this  case  there  would  be  no  false  attribution  of  the 
denotibiiity  of  the  object  by  any  particular  word.  It  is  only  the  application  of  these 
proper  names  to  particular  persons  or  things,  which  has  a  beginning  in  time,  and  ia, 
consequently,  transient. 

2*6  The  denotability  of  the  Individual  by  the  name  does  not  really  exist  j  it  only 
comes  to  be  cognised  by  conventional  application, — prior  to  which,  such  denotability 
does  not  exist ;  and  for  the  matter  of  that,  it  cannot  exist,  in  reality,  after  the  conven- 
tion either;  and  as  such,  all  proper  names  are  cases  of  false  attribution. 

836  The  last  Karika  states  the  reply  to  the  objection,  according  to  a  certain  sect'on 
of  those  theorists  who  hold  the  Imposition  theory.  The  present  Karika  offers  a  reply 
from  the  AOJthor*s  own  standpoint.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  imposition ;  all 
that  the  word  does  is  to  remind  the  hearer,  of  a  particular  individual,  exactly  as  this 
had  been  perceived  at  the  time  of  the  comprehension  of  the  relation  of  the  word  and 
the  object.  In  no  case  does  the  word  impose  its  own  form  upon  the  object. 

*&7  This  Kanka  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "  Such  names  as  Dittlia  and  the 
like  have  never  been  used,  before  they  were  conventionally  attached  to  certain  objects  ; 
and  as  suoh,  these  words  cannot  be  said  to  remind  one  of  an  object.'*  The  sense  of  the 
reply  is  that  the  capability  of  an  object,  of  being  remembered  by  means  of  a  certain 
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that  the  word  comes  to  indicate  the  denotability  of  the  object  thereby ; 
even  then,  this  could  not  establish  an  identity  of  the  object  with  the  word. 

228.  Conventional  restriction  is  pat  upon  the  case  of  the  object  which 
is  denotable  by  all  forms  (of  words),  as  also  upon  the  case  of  the  ivord 
which  is  capable  of  denoting1  all  forms  of  objects. 

229-30.  In  the  case  of  the  cogniser,  who  remembers  (at  the  time  of 
comprehending  an  object  by  means  of  a  word)  the  relation  between  the 
word  and  the  object, — the  Idea  that  is  produced,  by  the  remembrance  of  a 
formerly  perceived  object,  with  reference  to  the  object  before  his  eyes, 
cannot  but  be  accepted  as  Sense-perception. 

230-31.  (Even  in  this  case)  tjie  objects,  severally  amenable  to 
Memory  and  Sense-perception,  are  distinctly  discriminated :  what  are 
remembered  are  the  word  and  the  relation  (of  this  word  with  the  object 
seen  before),  and  the  character  of  Sense-perception  may  not  belong  to 
(the  cognition  of)  these  ;  but  the  mere  fact  of  the  non-sensuous  character 
of  these  does  not  preclude  Sense-perception  from  applying  to  the  cognition 
of  the  object  (before  the  eye). 

232-33.  Though  the  perception  of  the  Cow  at  the  present  time  is  tainted 
by  memory,  yet  it  is  perceived  as  clearly  distinct  from  the  previous  concep- 
tion, both  in  individuality  and  in  the  time  (of  perception)  ;  and  herein 
lies  the  occasion  for  the  right  notion  (to  be  got  at  exclusively  through  the 
Senses). 

nnme,  is  permanent,  and  as  such,  must  be  accepted  as  belonging  to  the  object,  even 
before  the  name  has  been  fixed  by  convention  ?  and  all  that  convention  helps  in  doing 
is  to  manifest  this  ever-existing  denotability  j  and  in  no  case  can  it  serve  to  identify  the 
object  with  the  word. 

*28  Says  the  £tyi** :  "  To  the  object  itself  belongs  the  capability  of  being  denoted 
by  all  words  j  and  hence  whichsoever  word  may  happen,  to  be  applied  to  it  by  con- 
vention, it  comes  to  be  accepted  as  being  specially  expressive  of  that  object.  Conversely, 
a  word  is  also  naturally  capable  of  expressing  all  objects  j  and  ifc  comes  to  be  restricted  to 
a  partic^ar  object,  by  mere  convention.  Thus  far  the  author  has  set  aside  all  chance 
of  an  identity  of  the  object  with  the  word. 

829.30  with  this  begins  the  refutation  of  the  theory  tliat  "  verbal  cognition  is  not 
trustworthy,  because  it  is  mixed  up  with  memory."  When  a  person  sees  a  particular 
cow,  he  at  once  remembers  the  cow  he  had  seen  before,  and  then  remembers  the  relation 
which  thac  particuar  cow  at  that  time  had  with  the  word  "  cow,"  and  then,  lastly, 
comes  to  recognise  the  object  before  him  to  be  a  "cow."  Though  memory  enters 
into  the  element  of  such  verbal  cognition,  yet  as  the  cognition  is  that  of  an  object 
"before  the  person's  eyes,  the  fact  of  its  being  a  perception  (and  as  such  authoritative) 
cannot  be  denied. 

*30-K  it  The  mere  factt  ^."—Because  these  conceptions  are  not  "  Perception,"  it 
does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  cognition  of  the  object  too  is  not  "  Perception." 

S82.33  That  is,  the  cow,  that  is  seen  at  present,  is  perceived,  not  as  being  the  same 
that  was  perceived  in  childhood  (at  which  time  it  was  pointed  out  to  the  person,  for  the 
first  time), — but  as  something  quite  distinct  from  it  individually  (though  belonging  to 
the  same  class);  and  it  is  this  individuality  of  the  object  that  forms  the  subject  of 
Sense-perception,  which  thus  cornea  to  be  true. 
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233-34  Tliat  portion  of  Sense- perception,  wliicli  bad  been  perceived1 
before,  (i.e.,  the  notions  of  tbe  word  and  its  relation),  cannot  be  said 
to  be  perceived  (exclusively  by  means  of  tbe  Senses)  ;  but  tbe  present 
existence  (of  the  iadividual  object)  is  not  got  at  by  any  previous  con- 
ception. 

234-35,  That  "  it  is  only  such  cognition  as  is  prior  to  remembrance 
that  is  called  Sense~perception  " — there  is  no  such  command  either  of  a 
king,  or  of  the  Veda. 

235-36.  Nor  is  the  function  of  Sense-organs,  after  remembrance, 
precluded  by  any  valid  reason  ;  and  therefore  this  (fact  of  its  follow- 
ing after  remembrance)  aloue  cannot  make  it  (the  function  of  the  Sense- 
organs)  faulty. 

236-37.  For  these  reasons  we  must  accept,  as  "  Sense-perception," 
javery  conception  that  is  produced  by  the  contact  of  the  Sense-organs  with 
the  objects  ^of  perception), — whether  it  appears  before  or  after  remem- 
brance (it  does  not  afEect  the  fact  of  Sense-born  conceptions  being  "  Sense* 
perception  "). 

237-239.  Just  as  those  that  are  absent-minded  do  not  recognise 
objects-  even  in  contact  with  their  Senses,  so  also  those  that  are  deluded 
by  similarity,  <fcc.  But  this  does  not  imply  the  falsity  (or  untrust- 
worthiness)  of  the  perception,  of  the  object,  by  another  person  who  -can 
distinctly  recognise  it  (rightly),  even  if  it  be  of  an  extremely  subtile 
character,  by  rightly  discriminating  it  from  other  objects  that  may  be 
similar  to  it, 

239-41.  Just  as  one  who  has  been  well  instructed  in  music,  is  able  tc 
discriminate  between  its  different  notes,  both  ordinary  and  Yedic,  such  as 
the  Shadjat  ftsJiabha,  <fcc. ;  and  those  who  have  not  been  so  instructed 
know  all  notes  merely  as  music ;  bat  the  non-recognition  by  these  lattei 
cannot  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  recognition  of  discriminating 
persons  is  false. 

241-42.  For  these  (discriminating  persons)  correctly  recognis 
tbe  differences  (between  the  different  notes  of  music) ,  even  when  tbe  name 
(Shadja),  &e.,  are  not  mentioned. 


This  Karika  seeraa  to  distinguish  the   part  amenable  to  Memory   from   thf 
amenable  to  present  Sense-perception. 

884.85  That  is  to  say,  we  could  accept  such  an  apparently  absurd  assertion,  only 
either  a  king  commanded  its  acceptance,  or  if  it  was  directly  laid  down  in  the  Veda. 

881.39  if  one  man,  either  through  absent-mindedness,  or  being  deceived  by  t\ 
similarity  of  objects,  should  fail  to  recognise  an  object  correctly, — this  alone  cannot  I 
sufficient  ground  for  concluding  that  the  couceptions  of  such  men  as  are  attentive,  an 
capable  of  detecting  the  minutest  differences  among  objects,  would  also  be  wrong. 

841.4*  Even  when  the  singer  does  not  name  the  different  notes  of  the  music,  peop 
knowing  music  and  having  trained  ears,  can  easily  detect  the  subtlest  differences  amoi 
them. 
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242-43.  So  in  the  case  of  such  objects  as  the  class  "cow"  and 
the  like, — those  that  are  not.  practised  in  the  uses  of  words  recognise  the 
object  only  indistinctly  j  whereas  those  that  are  well  posted  up  in  (mean- 
ings of)  words  cognise  it  distinctly. 

243-44.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  objects  endowed  -with  Colour,  Taste,  <fcc., 
a  man  cognises  only  those  factors  (from  among  colour  and  the  rest), 
whereof  he  is  endowed  with  the  corresponding  Sense-organ ;  he  can 
cognise  nothing  else,  because  he  is  without  the  requisite  means  (in  the 
shape  of  the  Sense). 

241-45.  Similarly  among  the  means  of  discrimination  (words),  which- 
soever he  comprehends, — of  the  denotation  of  such  (a  word)  alone  has  he 
any  cognition ,  through  the  help  thereof. 

245-46.  Therefore  so  long  as  the  person  has  not  found  the  means 
of  discrimination  (words),  his  cognition  remains  undefined. 

246-47.  For  this  reason,  too,  it  is  only  when  an  object  is  recognised  in 
the  character  of  some  other  object,  that  there  can  be  any  falsity  of  the 
means  of  cognition ;  and  not  when  the  object  ia  recognised  in  its  own 
character. 

247-48,  Thus  it  is  proved  that  the  character  of  sensuousness  (per- 
ceptibility by  Sense-organs)  belongs  to  Glass,  (i.e,  the  different  factors  of 
Inference  in  general )  as  also  to  the  Relation  (asserted  in  the  premisses)  j 
and  hence  it  is  only  when  preceded  by  Sense-perception,  that  Inference,  &c., 
can  be  rightly  accomplished. 

248-49.  If  Sense-perception  were  always  accepted  to  be  undefined 
(abstract),  then  we  could  not  have  Inference,  &c., — this  we  shall  prove  in 
the  section  on  Inference. 

249-50.  (Obj.)-  "M  such  be  the  case,  then,  like  the  cognitions  of 
the  .class  Cow  and  the  like  (properties,  actions,  &c.),  we  would  have  to 
assert  the  character  of  Perception  to  belong  to  such  cases  as  the  idea  of 
the  warmth  of  fire  when  seen  at  a  distance." 


843-4S  "Recognise  indistinctly  " — i.e.,  have  only  a  confused  idea  of  it.  "  Distinctly  " — 
ie.,  as  belonging  to  a  particular  class,  and  having  definite  properties,  actions,  name,  <S$c.,  &o. 

8*3-44  In  the  case  of  such  an,  object  as  has  both  taste  and  colour — f.i.,  the  manga—- 
the blind  can  perceive  only  the  tastet  because  he  is  devoid  of  the  organ  of  Colour- 
perception. 

SH6,46  §0  long  as  one  doea  not  remember  the  word,  related  to  the  object  before 
him,  his  cognition  can  only  he  undefined  and  indistinct. 

846.41  That  is,  when  an  object  is  recognised  as  something  else, — f.i.,  the  piece  of 
shell  known  as  silver. 

849.50  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this :  "  If  you  declare  the  character  of  Sense- 
perception  to  belong  to  all  the  conceptions  that  one  may  have,  during  the  time  of 
Sense-contact, — then,  in  that  case,  when  we  see  fire  at  a  distance,  and  have  simul- 
taneously an  idea  of  its  heat,  this  latter  idea  of  heat  would  also  come  under  the  cate- 
gory of  Sense-perception,  as  the  object  remains  all  along  in  contact  with  the  Sense 
of  Sight/1 


112 

250-5L     (Rep.).  In  the  case  of  the  (cognition  of  the)  class  <  Cow*  we 
do  not  accept,  as  Perception,  any  other  cognition  which  could  be  in  closet 
contact  (with  the  Sense-organ,  the  mind,  and  the  Soul,  than  the  Cow  itself) 
therefore  we  cannot  accept  any  .other  idea  as  perception,  except  that  of  th'c 
Cow. 

251-52.  There  too,  when  the  cognition  helongs  to  one  who  is  noi 
conscious  of  the  contact  (of  the  object  with  the  organs  of  sense,)  we  dc 
not  accept  it  as  '*  Sense-perception." 

252-53.  It  is  only  when  there  is  contact  with  the  Sense  of  Touch, 
that  the  cognition  of  warmth  can  be  said  to  have  the  character  of  "  Sense- 
perception  ; "  and  hence  it  can  only  be  non-sensuous,  when  the  fire  is 
perceived  (at  a  distance)  by  the  eye  alone. 

253-5  L  Therefore  the  Sense-organ  having  been  ascertained  to  appre- 
hend a  certain  object,  —  it  is  only  when  there  is  contact  with  this  Sense- 
organ,  that  the  cognition  (of  that  particular  object)  can  be  accepted  aa 
"  Sense-perception  " ;  in  no  other  way  could  "  Sensuousness  "  belong  to 
the  cognition  of  that  object. 

255.  Though  the  method  of  specification  is  similar  (in  the  cases  of 
the  class  '  Cow  *  and  the  heat  of  fire),  yet  the  character  of  sensuousness  can 
belong  only  to  that  case  where  the  cognition  follows  from  actual  Sense- 
contact.  And  such  is  "Sense-perception"  known  to  be,  in  the  world  (i.e., 
among  ordinary  people),  independently  of  any  elaborate  definitions  thereof. 

Thus  ends  the  Vftrtika  on  the  4th  Aphorism 
Treating  of  Sense-perception. 

860.51  The  Sense  of  the  reply  is  that  IB  the  case  of  the  idea  of  the  heat  of  the  fire  at 
a  distance,  we  have  a  preceding  cognition  of  the  fire  itself,  which  we  accept  as  sensuous ; 
and  from  the  existence  of  fire — cognised  by  the  eye — we  come  to  infer  its  heat ;  and 
thus  the  foregoing  notion  is  in  closer  contact  with  the  soul,  Ac.,  than  the  subsequent 
one  of  heat.  On  the  other  hand,  in  fche  case  of  the  perception  of  the  class  "  Cow,"  WQ 
do  nofc  find  any  other  preceding  cognition  with  regard  to  it,  which  could  he  in  closer 
contact  with  the  soul,  and  from  which  the  idea  of  the  Cow  could  be  inferred.  And  it 
is  on  acoonnt  of  this  closest  possible  proximity  that  we  accept  the  cognition  of  the 
class  "  Cow  "  to  be  "  Sense-perception." 

8(2.63  "  Non-sensuous  " — (in  the  present  case)  Inferential. 

B6&  That  is,  even  those  people,  that  are  ignorant  of  fche  elaborate  definitions  of 
"  Sense-perception/*  know  that  the  name  can  belong  only  to  such  cognitions  aa  follow 
directly  from  Sense-contact. 
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cc  Constant  is  the  relation  .between  the  Word  and  its 
Denotation ;  and  the  means  of  knowing  it  is  the  "  TJpadega  " 
(Injunction),  (which  is)  incapable  of  contradiction;  it  is 
authoritative  with  regard  to  the  object  not  perceived  (before), 
because  it  is  independent, — so  says  Badarayana."  I-i-5* 

SECTION  (1). 

1-3  (Obj.)'  "  Though  Sense-perception  and  the  rest  have  been  set 
aside,  yet  Duty  and  non-Duty  (Virtue  and  Vice)  could  be  rightly  dis- 
cerned, through  ordifoary  usage, — like  the  distinction  of  the  Brahmana  and 
the  like.  (1)  As  those  that  give  pleasure  (to  others)  are  known  as 
*  Dharmika '  (Virtuous )?  and  those  that  give  pain  (to  others )  are  known 
as  'Adharmika'  (Vicious).  So  says  the  son  of  Parasara  (Vyasa)  with 
regard  to  this  subject:  *  That;  this  is  Virtue  and  that  is  Vice — these  two  ex- 
pressions are  well  known  among  men — down  to  the  lowermost  Candala  j  and 
hence  there  is  not  much  use  of  the  Scripture  (on  this  point).* " 

4.  (Rep.).  On.  account  of  the  impossibility  of  this  Usage  being 
without  a  foundation,  it  is  examined  here,  by  means  of  proofs  with  re- 
gard to  such  source  or  foundation. 

1-8  After  having  set  aside  the  applicability  of  Sense- perception,  Inference,  &c., 
to  the  case  of  Duty,  the  Bhashya,  in  introducing  the  present  Aphorism,  says — 
**  abhdvo  'pi  nasti  " — "  Even  Negation  is  not "  ;  and  these  three  Karikas  embody  the 
objections  against  this  introductory  sentence  of  the  Bhashya.  The  sense  of  the 
objection  is  that  there  could  be  a  doubt  of  the  applicability  of  Abhava,  only  after  all 
sources  of  positive  cognition  had  been  exhausted.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  we 
have  yet  one  resource  left,  in  the  shape  of  "ordinary  usage "—  to  which  we  can 
rightly  attribute  the  character  of  the  source  of  all  notions  with  regard  to  Duty  and 
its  contrary. 

4  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  Usage  must  have  some  basis ;  and  it  is  this 
basis  which  is  enquired  into :  Is  the  use  of  the  word  '  Duty  *  baseless  ?  Or  is  it 
based  upon  Sense-perception  ?  Or  is  it  based  upon  the  Veda  ?  Now  then  Sense- 
perception,  Inference,  Analogy  and  Apparent  Inconsistency  having  been  discarded, 
only  two  are  left  to  be  considered:  9a^a  (Veda)  and  Abhava  (Negation),  Hence 
it  is  only  proper  that  the  acceptance  of  the  applicability  of  pabda  should  be  in- 
troduced by  the  denial  of  Afrhava. 
15 
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4-5.  Sense-perception  and  the  rest,  have  been  set  aside  (as  not 
applicable  to  the  case  of  Duty)  j  and  people  do  not  accept  any  proofs,  apart 
from  these* 

5-6.  For  the  Atheists  (lit.  those  that  hold  'slaughter'  to  be  ' deliverance 
from  the  shackles  erf  the  world9)  Slaughter  is  accepted  as  Virtue;  and 
they  hold  '  Penance f  to  be  a  Vice.  And  inasmuch  as  there  is  this  diversity 
(of  opinion)  among  the  Mlecchas  and  the  Aryas,  Duty  cannot  be  said 
to  be  ordinarily  known  (and  based  upon  usage). 

7.  Nor  can  there  be  any  special  point  (in  favour)  of  the  Iryas,  until  the 
Scripture  has  been  resorted  to ;  and  the  Usage  (or  well  known  character)  of 
an  object  can  be  said  to  be  based  upon  the  Scripture,  only  after  the 
authority  of  the  Scripture  itself  has  been  established. 

8.  Therefore  if  "Injunction"   were  not  able  to  rescue  "Virtue" 
(or  Duty)  and  "Yice"  from  the  mouth  of  Negation,  then  in  our  very 
sight,  would  these  become  swallowed  up  by  it, 

9.  '  The  JnSna  thereof  becomes  the  Tfpade"?a' — such  is  the  construction 
(of  the  Bbashya).     "  Jnana  "  here  is  that  by  which  it  is  known,  because  it 
is  spoken  of  as  being  co-extensive  (syonymous)  with  *  Upac^a.1 

10.  The  mention  of  the  word  "  Constant "  removes  all  discrepancies  of 
the  Means   ("  Word"  =  Yeda) ;  "  Avyatii  Ska "  implies  its  undeniability ; 
and  thence  follows  its  Self-authoritative  character.        I 

11.  All  (Means  of  Bight  Notion)  apply,  with  effect,  to  only  such 
objects  as  have  not  been  already   perceived    (by   any    other    means) ; 

6-6  As  there  is  no  consensus  of  opinion  among  different  people,  the  notion  of  Duty 
cannot  be  said  to  be  based  upon  Usage. 

1  When  there  is  a  diversity  of  opinion,  we  cannot  accept  either  the  one  or  the 
other,  without  sufficient  grounds.  The  view  of  the  Aryas— t"hat  slaughter  is  sinful — 
cannot  be  accepted  until  we  nave  recourse  to  the  Scripture. 

8  The  meaning  of  the  Karika  is  that  if  the  notion  of  Duty  be  not  based  upon 
the  Teda,  then  no  notion  thereof  is  in  any  way  possible,  and  it  would  altogether 
seize  to  exist. 

»  The  passage  of  the  Bhashya  here  referred  to  is  "  Autpattikastu  fdbdasydrthena 
Sambandhah  tasyagnifiotradilakshaii^asya  dharmasya  nimittam  katham  ?  Upadefo  hi  sa 
Ihuvati."  And  a  question  is  raised  as  to  the  construction  of  the  latter  sentence,  which 
is  explained  in  the  Karika.  It  implies  that  un trustworthiness  based  upon  the  fact  of 
its  being  unkown  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case.  In  *  Jnana  *  we  have  the  nominal 
affix  lyut. 

10  The  first  half  implies  that  untrust worthiness  based  upon  discrepancy  in  the 
means  cannot  belong  to  the  notion  of  Duty.  And  the  second  half  means  that  it  ia 
incontrovertible. 

»l  The  idea  of  an  object  that  has  already  been,  at  some  past  period  of  time, 
perceived  by  other  means,  can  only  be  due  to  Memory.  Therefore  the  authority  of  all 
Means  of  Eight  Kotion  is  restricted  to  objects  never  perceived  before,  i.e.,  perceived  for 
the  first  time  by  the  Means  in  question.  The  second  half  is  added  in  anticipation  of 
the  objection  that  what  the  author  sought  to  establish  was  the  authoritativeness  of 
Codana,  while  what  he  is  here  driving  at  is  that  of 
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otherwise  it  is  only  a  case  of  Metaaory.   "  Codana  "  *  tTpadtefa '  and  *  Vidhi ' 
are  all  synonymous  terms. 

12-13-  ( Obj. ).  "  Whea  any  ordinary  sentence  could  serve  our  purpose* 
Why  should  we  liave  recourse  to  Injunction  ?  Specially  as  the  relation  of 
cause  and  effect  is  signified  equally  by  all  verbs ;  and  since  every  sentence 
has  a  verb,  all  the  requirements  of  the  student  would  be  fulfilled  (by  any 
ordinary  sentence).  And  as  for  activity^  it  is  due  to  desire,  while  cessa- 
tion from  activity  is  due  to  direct  prohibition." 

14.  If  Injunction  is  not  resorted  to,  then  the  *  end  of  man T  would  ztofc 
Come  to  be  the  object  to  be  accomplished  ;  and  then,  Heaven  and  the  rest, 
that  are  directly    mentioned  in  the  Yeda  (as  desirable  objects),  would  be 
set  aside ;   and   any  ordinary  denotation  of  the  verb  (as  occurring  in  an 
ordinary  sentence)  woald  conie  to  be  the  object  to  be  accomplished, 

15.  Iff  on  the  other  hand,  Injunction  is  resorted  to,  then  this  (meaning 

18.18  The  meaning  of  the  objection  is  that  when  an  ordinary  sentence — *  He  sacri- 
fices ' — would  be  able  to  signify  the  performability  of  sacrifices,  way  should  we  restrict* 
fcjie  notion  of  the  Veda  only  to  l  Injunctions' — such  as  *  One  ou£h£  to  sacrifice  *  ?  Duty 
ia  the  means  of  prosperity  j  such  means  of  prosperity  is  got  at  through  the  Bhavana ;  and 
this  Bhavana  is  present  in  every  verb ;  and  a  verb  exists  in  every  sentence-  Thus  then 
all  requirements  of  the  investigator  into  Duty  having  been  fulfilled  by  the  ordinary 
sentence — *  He  sacrifices1—!  he  would  naturally  conclude  that  the  performance  of  sacri- 
fices brings  about  the  desired  result  j  and  hence  that  this  is  Duty  j  and  he  would  thus 
come  to  recognise  the  causal  relation  between  Sacrifice  and  Heaven.  Under  the 
circumstances  it  would  be  needless  to  have  recourse  to  a  direct  Injunction.  As  for  the 
activity  of  people  towards  the  performance  of  Sacrifices,  it  can  be  due  to  a  desire  for 
certain  desirable  ends — Heaven  for  instance — on  the  part  of  the  agent.  An  Injunction 
too  only  serves  to  point  out  that  the  performance  of  Sacrifices  leads  to  Heaven  j  whence 
the  agent  desires  to  *  Eeaoh  Heaven  by  means  of  Sacrifices.*  This  is  exactly -what  ia 
done  by  the  ordinary  sentence — '  He  Sacrifices  and  goes  to  Heaven.'  Why  then  should 
the  notion  of  Duty  be  restricted  to  Injunctions  exclusively  ? 

I*  If  there  were  no  Injunction,  then  it  would  be  the  meaning  of  the  verb  that 
would  fall  in  with  the  Bhavana ;  because  both  of  these — the  Bhavana  (Bhdvayti)  and 
the  meaning  of  the  verb  would  form  part  of  the  denotation  of  the  same  word — '  Sacri- 
fices * ;  and  the  sentence  *  He  Sacrifices  *  wonlcj  signify  that  one  should  seek  to  attain 
Sacrifice  "by  the  Sacrifice ;  and  this  Bhavani  could  have  no  connection  with  Heaven 
which  is  at  a  distance  from  it.  And  the  sentence  could  not  convey  the  notion  that  the 
performance  of  the  Sacrifice  leads  to  a  desirable  end  in  the  shape  of  Heaven.  In  the 
case  of  Injunction,  on  the  other  hand  the  Injuncfcive  affix  (in  Tajeta)  which  denotes  the 
Bhavana,  is  also  accepted  as  urging  the  person  towards  activity  ;  and  thus  the  Bhavana 
falls  in  completely  with  this  urging  (which  is  more  nearly  related  to  the  Bhavana  than 
the  denotation,  of  the  verb  which  is  something  other  than  the  affix)  $  and  hence  this 
urging  of  the  person  makes  Heaven,  etc.,  (».«.,  ends  desired  by  the  agent  towards  which 
alone  he  could  be  urged)  the  objects  of  the  Bhavana;  consequently  the  Sacrifice  also 
comes  to  be  recognised  as  being  the  meaus  of  attaining  such  desirable  enda,  as  Heaven. 
and  the  like. 

lfi  This  Karika  explains  the  word  '  Anapekshatvlt '  in  the  Aphorism  ;  the  meaning 
being  that  inasmuch  as  Injunction  does  not  stand  in  need  of  corroborating,  either 
from  one's  own  cognition  or  from  that  of  others,  it  cauuot  but  be  authoritative. 
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of  the  verb)  is  passed  over,  and  Heaven,  <fcc.,  come  to  be  recogmsed  •« 
the  objects  to  be  accomplished.  And  it  is  only  when  such  is  the  case,  thai 
the  means  of  reaching  Heaven,  <fec.s  come  to  have  the  character  of  Duty. 

16.  In  the  case  of  the  assertions  of  untrustworthy  persons,  on< 
needs  (the  corroboration  of)  another  cognition  of  his  own.  In  the  cas« 
of  the  assertions  of  trustworthy  persons  too,  (such  as  the  Smritis),  ow 
needs  (the  corroboration  of)  another  (i.e.,  the  Veda).  lu  the  case  oJ 
*'  Injunction  "  however,  no  exterior  corroboration  is  needed. 

[Thus  ends  the  VartikS*  (proper)  on  Sutra  F.] 


SECTION  (2). 
THE  VIEW  OF  THE  YJRITTI. 

17.  The  word  *  Adi '  has  *M '  at  its  end ;  for  if  there  were  a  deletion 
thereof  (of  *MJ),  the  connection  (of  the  word  'Adi'  with  the  rest  of  th< 
sentence)  would  be  too  strained.  The  negative  ('  na  ')  is  supplied  in  th< 
Aphorism,  from  without. 

17-18.  It  is  on  account  of  the  commixture  (of  right  and  wrong)  ttai 
the  objection  is  raised:  "  (There  must  be)  investigation  (into  the  meani 
of  Knowing  Duty),  because  of  misconceptions  arising  from  an  ignoranci 
of  the  means  of  knowing  it,  and  their  correct  definitions.** 

1&.  With,  the  expression  "  that  is  not  Sense-perception,"  the  theory  o: 
the  unnecessary  character  of  the  investigation  has  been  summed  up, 

19-20.     Falsity  attach.es   to  something   else,    while    Sense-jperceptia 

17  Karikas  17  to  28  expound  the  view  of  the  author  of  the  Vrifcti  (Bhavadasa). 
This  refers    to    the    Bhashya     passage :     *'  VritttkdrastwanyatJiemam     granfkm 

varqayancalcara  tasyfi  nimttaparlshtiriityevamadim" 

(*37/ie  negative,  <$"c." — The  Vrifcti  explains  Aph.  3,  as  *nri  nimittam  parijcshitavyav 
and  this  is  only  possible,  if. an  additional  '  na  '  is  supplied  from  without. 

17-15  This  refers  to  the  Bhashya  paisage  :  "  Nanu  Vyabhicarat  pankskitavyai 
nimittam,  ^*c.,  ^"c."  The  sense  of  this  objection  is  that  in  the  absence  of  a  wel 
defined  and  accurate  definition  of  Sense-perception,  people  would  have  mistake 
notions  with  regard  to  it :  for  example,  they  would  accept  the  cognition  of  silver  i 
the- shell  as  correct  Sense-perception,  Therefore  inasmuch  as  correct  ideas  of  thea 
Means  of  Right  Notion  are  mixed  up  with  incorrect  ones,  it  is  necessary  that  ^ 
should  investigate  the  means  of  knowing  Duty,  and  hence  the  Sutra  as  interpret* 
in  the  Vritti,  becomes  objectionable, 

18  To   the  above  objection  the  Bhashya  replies  thus  :  "  That  which  is  Sense-pern^ 
tion  is  never  mistaken,  and  that  which  is  mistaken  is  no*  Sense-perception"     And  it  i 
to  this  that  the  Karika  refers. 

19.20  When  one  object  (the  shell )<  is  Cognised  as  another  (silver),  then  it  is  fcl 
cognition  of  this  latter  that  is  false  ;  bnt  no  falsity  attaches  to  the  perception  of  n 
object  that  happens  to  be  before  one's  eyes.  And  it  is  only  such  cognition  that 
denoted  by  the  word  v  Sen  •••jviv.ptioii,'— the  fall  definition  of  which  is  that  ifc  is 
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itself  remains  intact  and  true.  Because  Sense-perception  is  held  to  follow 
only  when  there  is  contact  (of  the  sense)  with  the  object  thai  is  perceived. 
This  is  the  full  definition  (of  Sense -perception),  wherein  the  words  tat  and 
sat  (of  A  ph.  4)  have  to  be  transposed. 

20.  The  word  *  Sat  *  would  (in  this  case)  mean  *  right.'    Or  we  may 
take  the  Aphorism  to  be  elliptical. 

21.  Through  "  Arthapatti  "  also,  we  come  to  attribute  the  character 
of  the  "  False  Semblance  of  Sense-perception  "  to  all  cognitions  other  than 
those  mentioned  (in  the  last  Karika). 

21-22*    The  idea  of  negation  cannot  be  got  at  without  the  denial  of 


cognition  that  results  from  the  contact  of  the  Sense-organs  with  the  object  as  conceived 
by  the  peroeiver.    /This  definition  is  arrived  at  by  construing  the  fourth  Aphorism  as — 

*  Tatsamprayoge  pwrushasyendriy  «nam  luddhijanma  sat  pratyajcsham.1'     And  when  the 
cognition  tallies  exactly  with  the  object  before  the  eyes— *.<?,,  when  the  rope  is  cognised 
as  the  rope— it  can  never  be  said  to  be  wrong.    It  has  already  been  explained  that  the 
fourth  Aphorism  as  it  stands  cannot  be   taken  as  a  definition  of  Sense-perception ; 
because  as  it  stands  the  Aphorism  would  apply  equally  to  correct  as   well  as  incorrect 
perception  ;  for  the  Aphorism  only  signifies  that  "  Sense-perception  "  is  that  cognition 
which  is  produced  by  the  contact  of  the  sense  with  some  object  existing  in  the  present ; 
and  this  would  also  include  the   case  of  the  cognition  of  silver  in  the  shell ;  because 
this  latter  too  would  be  a  cognition  produced   by   the    contact  of  the  eye  with  an 
object.    But  if  we  transpose  the  words  Tat  and  Sat  then  the  meaning  of  the  Aphorism 
would  be  this :  '  The  idea  produced  by  the  contact   of  the   sense  with  that  (t.e.,  with 
the  object  as  conceived),  is  correct  Sense-perception,1  and  this  would  exclude  all  incorrect 
perceptions. 

*>  'Elliptical' — that  is  to  say,  supplying  the  word  '  Grahya*  (**that  which  is  per* 
ceived)  between  the  words  Sat  and  Pratybsham, — thereby  getting  at  the  same  meaning 
that  is  obtained  by  the  aforesaid  transposition. 

*l  *  J.rthapatti ' — when  correct  Sense-perception  is  defined  as  that  which  is  produced 
by  the  contact  of  the  Sense-organ  with  the  object  as  conceived,  then  all  others — those 
cognitions  that  are  not  produced  by  such  contact — naturally  come  to  be  known  as 

*  false  (semblances  of)  Sense-perception  *  ? 

*l-**  '  How  do  you  know  that  a  certain  cognition  is  not  produced  by  such  contact  ?' 
The  Bhlshya  replies :  We  come  to  know  of  this  by  finding  that  the  cognition  is  negatived 
by  a  subsequent  cognition.  On  this  point  the  question  is  raised :  '  What  special  grounds 
have  we  for  acceptin  g  the  denial  of  the  preceding  cognition  by  the  subsequent  one,  and 
vice  verxa '  ?  The  reply  to  this  is  that  it  is  not  possible  for  us  to  have  any  subse- 
quent cognition  to  the  contrary  until  the  preceding  cognition  has  been  negatived ;  and 
since  in  the  present  case  of  the  shell  and  the  silver  we  do  have  a  subsequent  contrary 
cognition,  therefore  we  conclude  that  it  is  the  preceding  cognition  that  must  be 
negatived  by  the  subsequent  one.  {  But  in  that  case,  you  would  have  a  Reciprocity, — 
the  negativing  of  the  preceding  cognition  being  due  to  its  falsity,  and  the  falsity  being 
due  to  the  facfc  of  its  being  so  negatived.*  The  answer  to  this  is  that  the  subsequent 
cognition  only  serves  to  indicate  the  falsity  of  the  preceding  one  j  it  does  not  create 
any  such  falsity.  And  as  such  there  can  be  no  reciprocity  ;  specially  as  the  falsity  of 
the  preceding  cognition  is  due  to  certain  discrepancies  in  the  means  that  gave  rise  to  it. 

*  But  why  should  we  not  accept  the  preceding  cognition  as    negativing  the  subsequent 
one  ? f    The  reason  is  obvious :  at  the  time  that  the  preceding  cognition  is  produced  the 


the  preceding  (cognition)  ;  and  we  hare  this  (in  the  present  case,  wi 
the  preceding  coguifcion  is  set  aside  by  the  following  cognition).  1 
there  being  only  an.  indication  (of  falsity),  there  can  be  no  "  Beci{ 
city."  While,,  on  the  other  hand,  the  true  form  of  the  preceding  cognil 
is  got  at  without  any  denial  of  the  (subsequent)  cognition,  which  has 
yet  appeared. 

23.  Even  where  there  is  no  rejection  (by  means  of  any  snbsequ 
notion  of  the  cogniser  himself  to  the  contrary)^  the  recognition  of  s< 
discrepancy  in  the  cause   (of   the  cognition,   would  establish   the  fall 
thereof).     Nay,   even  in  such  a  case,  we  have  the  contrary  notions  of  ot 
persons  (that  would  lead  us  to  reject  the  cognition )» 

24.  That  cognition, — whereof  all  persons,  at  all  times,  have  the  sa 
idea,— K5an  never  be  rejected.    Because  in  that  case,  the  conviction  of  i 
discrepancy  in  the  cause  is  not  strong  enough. 

25.  In  a  case  where  the  idea  of  "  class,  etc.,*'  has  been  prodtu 
and  subsequently,  on  accounts  of  its  impossibility,  comes  to  be  rejected 
means  of  arguments, — in  such  a  case  *  Reciprocity '  is  patent. 

26.  And  in  this  case  (of  the  notion  of  '  class '),  there  is  a  definite  (tn 
cognition  based  upon  the  self -authoritative  character  (of  the  idea),  throt 

subsequent  one  does  not  yet  exist,  to  be  negatived  ;  and  as  soon  as  the  subsequ 
cognition  appears,  in  its  very  appearance  it  negatives  the  preceding  one.  And  thus  \ 
latter  being  at  once  rejected  could  not  negative  the  former. 

&  If  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  have  some  contrary  idea,  for  the  pnrpos 
rejecting  a  certain   misconception,  then  the  correct  cognitions  of  one  person  we 
be  set  aside  by  the  contrary  cognitions  of  other  persons.    Bnt  as  a  matter  of  f 
this  is  only  an  assumption  ;  the  real  cause  of  falsity  lying  in  the  discrepancies  in 
means  bringing  about  the  conception. 

**  This  is  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  that — even  in  the  absence  of  any  dii 
cognition  to  the  contrary  if  any  notion  could  be  rejected,  then  the  notion  of  '  cli 
would  also  come  to  be  rejected.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  only  that  notioi 
rejected  which  is  found  to  be  contradicted  by  well-ascertained  facts.  The  notion 
*  class  *  however  is  never  found  to  be  so  contradicted,  hence  it  cannot  be  rejeci 
Because  any  idea  of  the  discrepancy  in  its  cause,  even  if  existant,  cannot  be  stn 
enough  to  reject  it. 

*&  *  Reciprocity  * — the  appearance  of  the  idea  of  rejection  being  due  to  the  fall 
of  the  notion  of  *  class,  and  this  falsity  being  due  to  the  idea  of  rejection.' 

86  The  Karika  anticipates  the  following  objection :  f*  Even  if  the  notion  of  f  cla 
be  not  false  there  is  the  same  Reciprocity :  the  non-falsity  being  based  upon 
absence  of  contrary  notions,  and  this  absence  being  based  upon  the  non-falsity."  1 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that  in  the  case  of  the  *  class,'  a  certain  idea  is  rightly  brouj 
about  j  and  inasmuch  as  this  idea  is  self-authoritative,  its  non-falsity  is  based  upon  r 
soning,  and  as  such,  does  not  stand  in  need  of  any  absence  of  contrary  notions  j  * 
when  this  non-falsity  has  been  definitely  ascertained,  there  is  no  chance  of  i 
appearance  of  any  contrary  notions  j  specially  as  in  the  case  in  question,  the  idea 
the  existence  of  the  *  class  *  is  not  controverted ;  because  even  those  that  deny  1 
existence  of  the  '  class  *  admit  the  fact  of  everyone  having  an  idea  of  su-c/i  class ;  8 
thus  then  there  is  no  reciprocity  spoken  of. 
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the  indication  of  its  existence;  because  even  those  that  deny  the  existence 
of  a  'class/  admit  an  idea  of  it,  all  the  same. 

[Thug  ends  the  expounding  of  the  view  of  the  VrittL'] 


SECTION  (3). 

THE  NtBlLAMBAKA-YlDJL. 
(Idealism,.) 

1-3.  Aathorifcativeness  and  Non-authoritativeness, — Virtue  and  Vice 
and  the  effects  thereof, — the  assumptions  of  the  objects  of  Injunctions, 
Eulogistic  passages,  Mantras,  and  Names, — in  short,  the  yery  existence  of 
the  various  Chapters  (of  the  Sutra)  based  upon  the  various  proofs,— the 
differentiation  of  the  Question  from  the  Reply,  by  means  of  distinctions 
in  the  style  of  expression, — the  relation  between  actions  and  their  results 
in  this  world,  as  well  as  beyond  this  world,  Ac., — all  these  would  be 
groundless  (unreasonable),  if  Ideas  (or  cognitions)  were  devoid  of  (corres- 
ponding) objects  (in  the  External  World). 

4«  Therefore  those  who  wish  (to  know)  Duty,  should  examine  the 
question  of  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  (external)  objects,  by  means 
of  proofs  accepted  (as  such)  by  people, — for  the  sake  of  the  (accomplish- 
ment of)  Actions. 

5.  "  Even  if  only  the  *  Idea '  (or  sensation)  is  accepted  (to  be  a  real 
entity),  all  this  (that  is  ordinarily  known  as  the  *  External  World')  may 
be  explained  as  (  Samvriti  Reality ' ;  and  as  such  it  is  useless  for  yon  to 
persist  in  holding  the  reality  of  the  (external)  object," 

6.  But  there  can  be  no  reality  in  "  Samvriti  "   (Falsity)  ;  and  as 

1-*  The  Bhashya:  "Nanu  sarva  eva  niralamlfmah  swapnavat  pratyaydh,  fa.1 
An  objection  is  raised  in  the  Karika  to  the  necessity  of  the  discussion  raised  in  the 
Bhashya.  The  Karikaa  are  meant  to  show  that  if  all  cognitions  were  without  corres- 
ponding objects  in  the  external  world  (as  held  by  the  Banddha-Idealist),  then  all  the 
doctrines  and  subjects  treated  of  in  the  Mimansa  would  be  baseless,  and  a  treatment 
of  these  altogether  unreasonable  j  since  there  wonld  be  no  realities  corresponding  to 
snch  words  and  phrases  as :  "  authority  of  the  Veda, "  "  Incapability  of  the  Sense- 
perception,  &o.,  to  give  any  idea  of  Duty/'  "  Duty  in  the  form  of  the  Agnihotra, " 
"  Vice  in  the  shape  of  slaughter,"  "  Duty  leading  to  prosperity,  "  "  Vice  leading  to 
Hell, "  "  Urging  as  the  object  of  Injunctions, "  "  Attracting  the  object  of  the  eulo- 
gistic passages/'  "  Manifestation  of  Action  the  object  of  the  Mantras, "  "  Significa- 
tion of  materials,  &c.,  the  object  of  Names,  "  "  the  differentiation  of  Actions  into  the 
Primary  and  the  Subsidiary,  in  accordance  with,  Direct  Revelation,  Power,  Sentence, 
Context,  Position  and  Name, "  &c.,  &o.,  and  so  forth. 

*  The  Bauddhas  hold  that  there  are  two  kinds  of  Bealifcy :  False  and  the  True  j 
and  they  attribute  only  a  false  reality  to  the  External  World. 
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such  how  can  it  be  a  form  of  reality  ?     If  it  is  a  reality,  how  can  it  be 
1  Samvriti  '  ?     If  it  is  false,  how  can  ifc  be  real  ? 

7.    Nor  can  *  reality  '  belong,  in  common,  to  objects,  false  as  well  as 
real;  because  the  two  are  contradictory;  for  certainly  the  character  of 
,   the  "  tree  "  cannot  belong  in  common  to  a  tree  as  well  as  to  a  lion. 

8-9.  Thns  then  the  words  "  Stunvriti  "  and  "  Mlthya"  (false)  being 
synonymous,  the  assumption  (of  "Samvriti  Reality")  is  only  meant  to 
hood- wink  ordinary  men,  jusfc  like  the  word  "  VaktrasaVa "  (mouth- 
wine)  as  used  with  reference  to  the  saliva ; — with  a  view  to  remove 
the  stain  of  atheism  (from  the  Bauddha  doctrine).  And  so  is  also  their 
theory  of  the  assumed  reality  (of  external  objects)  ;  because  there  can  be 
no  assumption  of  the  indivisible  ('  consciousness  which  alone  is  real,  for  the 
Bauddha)  in  the  void  (i.e.,  the  external  world,  whose  existence  is  denied 
by -the  Bauddha). 

30.  Therefore  ifc  must  be  admitted  that  that  which  does  not  exist, 
does  not  exist ;  and  that  which  really  exists  is  real,  while  all  else  is  unreal ; 
and  therefore  there  can  be  no  assumption  of  two  kinds  of  reality. 

11.  There  is  a  theory  current  (among  the  Bauddhas)  that  the  experi- 
ences (of  Heaven,  &c.)5  are  similar  to  the  experiences  of  a  dream  ;  and  it 
is  for  the  refutation  of  this  theory  that  we  seek  to  prove  the  reality  of 
external  objects. 

12-13.  It  cannot  be  for  the  mere  pleasures  of  a  dream  that  people 
engage  in  the  performance  of  Duty.  Dream  coming  to  a  man  spontane- 
ously, during  sleep,  the  learned  would  only  lie  down  quietly,  instead  of 
performing  sacrifices,  <fcc.,  when  desirous  of  obtaining  real  results.  For 
these  reasons,  we  must  try  our  best,  by  arguments,  to  establish  (the 
truth  of)  the  conception  of  external  objects  (as  realities). 

14-16.  (Among  the  Bauddhas)  the  Yogacaras  hold  that  '  Ideas  *  are 
without  corresponding  realities  (in  the  external  world)  ;  and  those  that 
hold  the  Madhyamika  doctrine  deny  the  reality  of  the  Idea  also.  K 
both  of  these  theories  however  the  denial  of  the  external  object  is  com- 
mon. Because  it  is  only  after  setting  aside  the  reality  of  the  object  that 
they  lay  down  the  "  Samvriti "  (falsity)  of  the  '  Idea. *  Therefore  on 
account  of  this  (denial  of  the  reality  of  external  objects)  being  common 
(to  both),  and  on  account  of  (the  denial  of  the  reality  of  the  '  Idea  *)  being 
based  upon  the  aforesaid  denial  of  the  external  object, — the  author 
of  the  Bhashya  has  undertaken  to  examine  the  reality  or  unreality  of  the 
external  object. 

8-9  They  bold  that  tlie  external  objects  have  an  assumed  reality.  Bufc  this  too 
is  only  meant  to  deceive  people. 

W.W  If  the  pleasures  of  Heaven  were  only  like  dreams,  then  these  would  come  to 
people,  spontaneously,  and  would  need  no  efforts  of  the  person ;  and  people  would  not 
stand  in  need  of  the  performance  of  elaborate  sacrifices,  &c. 

1*-W  The  Madhyamikas  hold  that,  inasmuch  as  tke  external  object  is  unreal,  no 
cognition  .based  upon  it  can  be  real. 
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17-18.  The  denial  of  the  external  object  is  of  two  kinds :  one  is 
based  upon  an  examination  of  the  object  itself,  and  another  is  based  upon 
reasouing.  Of  these,  that  which  is  based  upon  a  consideration  of 
the  object;  may  be  laid  aside  for  the  present ;  that  which  is  based  upon 
reasoning,  and  as  such  is  the  root  (of  the  theory),  is  what  is  here 
examined. 

18-19.  Here  too  the  denial  has  been  introduced  in  two  ways :  at  first 
through  Inference,  and  then,  after  an  examination  of  the  applicability  of 
Sense-perception,  through  its  inapplicability  (to  external  objects).  And  ifc 
is  the  Inferential  argument  that  is  urged  (in  the  Bhasbya)  :  "  Nani* 
<fcc."  And  this  has  a  connection  (with  what  has  gone  before,  in  the 
Bhashya). 

20-2*2.  Olj *  "  (1).  It  has  been  declared  that  *  Sense-perception  '  is 
only  that  which  is  produced  by  a  contact  (of  the  sense)  with  the  particular 
object ;  but  there  is  no  relation  between  the  objects  and  the  Sense-organ, 
in  reality ;  while,  as  for  an  assumed  contact,  this  is  present  iu  a  dream 
also;  therefore  it  is  not  possible  to  have  any  such  differentiation  (in 
reality)  as  that  into  (cognitions)  produced  by  such  contact,  and  (those)  nob 
so  produced.  (2)  And  again,  it  has  been  said  that  falsity  is  only  of  two 
kinds,  and  not  more  ;  but  here  it  is  added  that  all  (cognition)  is  false ;  why 
then  should  there  be  any  such  specification  ?  " 

23,  "  The  cognition  of  a  pole  is  false,  because  ifc  is  a  cognition ;  be- 
cause whatever  is  a  cognition  has  always  been  found  to  be  false, —  f.'L  the 
cognitions  iu  a  dream," 


17.18  "  Based  upon  an  examination  of  the  object  itself" — Say  the  Bauddhas  :  "Neither 
atoms,  nor  an  conglomeration  of  atoms,  are  amenable  to  the  senses,  as  the  aggregate 
too  can  have  no  existence  apart  from  the  atoms  themselves.  Nor  can  the  embodied 
substance  be  sensed ;  because  this  has  no  existence  apart  from,  the  constituent  atoms 
which  are  beyond  the  reach  of  the  senses.  For  these  reasons,  we  conclude  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  External  World  that  could  be  perceived  by  means  of  the  senses." 
The  Bhashya  does  not  take  np  this  aspect  of  the  question  5  because  this  is  only  a 
deduction  from  the  cardinal  doctrine  of  the  Bauddhas  j  and  hence  it  is  only  this  latter 
that  is  examined.  Karikas  17-19  may  be  taken  as  an  introduction  to  the  Purvapaksiia 
passage  of  the  Bhashya:  * Nanu,  &c/ 

IS.  19  «  Connection"  as  explained  below,  In  two  ways — vide  Karikas  20-27. 

S°-23  Karikas  20-27  explain  the  Purvapaksha  passage  of  the  Bhashya,  which  runs  thus : 
"  Nanu  sarva  eva  nlrdlambanah  svapnavat  pratyayah  pratyayasyapi  Nirdlambanatds- 
vabhdm  upalakshitah  svapne ;  Jtigrato'pi  stambha  iti  vd  Kudya  iti  vd  pratyaya  eva, 
bhivati ;  tasmdt  so'pi  Nirdtambanah.'*  The  first  connection  of  this  Purvapaksha  is  that " 
it  objects  to  the  definition  of  Sense-perception,  as  embodied  in  the  Aphorism.  The 
second  connection  is  this :  The  Vritti  has  said  that  there  are  only  two  kinds  of  false 
notion — viz  :  (1)  That  of  which  the  origin  is  faulty,  and  (2)  That  which  is  contradicted 
by  a  subsequent  stronger  cognition  j  it  is  to  the  latter  that  the  Purvapaksha  objects,  on 
the  ground  of  all  cognitions  being  equally  false. 

23  This  Karika  formulates  the  inferential  argument  contained  in  the  Purvapaksha, 
16 
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24-25.  "  In  order  to  avoid  partial  '  Redundancy '  (EroviDg  of  the 
proved),  *  the  absence  of  the  instance/  and  *  the  nselessness  of  the  word 
^a »  — (which  would  be  irremediable)  if  the  argument  were  urged  with  a 
view  to  prove  the  falsity  of  all  cognitions — *  Sarva  eva  *  must  be  taken  to 
signify  only  waking  consciousness. 

And  further,  because  of  the  acceptance  (by  the  Bauddhas)  of  the 
reality  of  the  idea  of  the  cognition  itself,  what  is  here  denied  is  only 
the  reality  of  the  external  objects  of  perception." 

26.  "  Pratyayasya,  &c.,  serves  to  point  out  the  instance  of  the  Hettt 
(Middle  term — Pratyayatvfit)  as  concomitant  with  a  portion  of  the  Major 
Term ;  the  sentence  Jagrato*$>iy  &c.,  serving  to  point  out  the  Hetu,  by  means 
of  an  *  Upanaya '.  " 

27.  "  Since  there  is  no  case  of  the  negation  of  the  Major  term   (the 
fact  of  "being  without  a  corresponding  object),  therefore  the  negative  argument. 

24.S&  If  *all  cognitions  *  were  declared  to  Be  without  corresponding  objective 
realities,  then, c  dream-cognition  *  would  also  be  included  in  the  same  category.  And 
then,  inasmuch  as  the  Mrmansaka  also  admits  the  absence  of  a  corresponding  reality, 
in  the  case  of  this  latter,  the  argument  would  become  partially  redundant.  Secondly, 
"  Dream-cognition  w  haying  become  included  in  the  Major  Term,  there  would  be  no  cogni- 
tion left;  which  could  serve  as  the  instance,  in  the  aforesaid  argument.  Thirdly,  the 
word  "  eva"  would  become  redundant ;  because  this  word  only  serves  to  differentiate 
the  object  in-  question  from  its  counter-relative  or  contradictory ;  and  as  such  the 
meaning  of  the  sentence  would  be  that—"  it  is  not  only  waking  cognition  that  is  so, 
but  all  cognition,  &c."— - which  is  not  the  meaning  desired  to  be  conveyed:  because 
"  all  cognition  "  would  also  include  the  cognition  of  the  cognition  itself,  which  is  held 
by  the  Bauddhas  to  be  real,  as  having  a  corresponding  reality. 

to  This  Karika  anticipates  the  objection  that  the  argument  as  laid  down  in  the 
Bhashya  has  no  Middle  Term;  and  as  such,  no  Instance  is  necessary.    "Upanaya** 
means  the  application  of  the  Eetu  (Middle  Term),  as  qualified  in  the  Major  Premiss 
or  in  the  Instance,  to  the  case  iu  question  (i.e.,  to  the  Major  Term)  ;  hence  the  Kariki 
must  be  taken  to  mean  this:  "In  the  sentence,  pratyayasya  ......  svapne, — winch  is 

meant  to  serve  as  the  Instance  in  the  syllogism — the  character  of  being  a  cognition 
has  been  shown  to  be  invariably  concomitant  with  the  character  of  being  without  a 

corresponding  reality  in  the  objective  world,  and  then  the  sentence  jagrato-'pi,  &o.t 

"bhavati, — which  is  meant  to  serve  as  the  Minor  Premiss  of  the  syllogism — serves  the 
purpose  of  applyin-g  the  Middle  Term,  Character  of  being  a  cognition,  to  waking  cognition, 
the  Minor  Term/*  The  syllogism,  then,  should  be  stated  thus :  "  All  cognitions  are 
without  corresponding  realities — e.g.,  Dream-cognition;  Waking-cognition  is  cogni- 
tion j  therefore,  Waking  cognition  is  without  a  corresponding  reality. 

»7  *  Negative  argument. ' — *  That  which  is  without  a  corresponding  reality  is  not  a 
cognition.'  The  second  half  of  the  Karika  anticipates  the  objection  that  in  the 
argument—  'waking  cognition  is  without  a  corresponding  reality  because  it  is  a  cog- 
nition*—the  middle  term  (cognition)  would  form  a  part  of  the  conclusion.  The  senee 
of  the  reply  is  that  the  Idealist  accepts  no  cognition  to  be  free  from  the  charadter  of 
being  without  a  corresponding  reality ;  and  as  such,  the  middle  term  (character  of 
cognition)  could  not  exist  apart  from  the  Major  term ;  hence  the  statement  of  tho 
negative  argument  would  be  superfluous. 
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is  not  stated.    The  Hetu  being  a  Universal  one,  it  would  not  be  open  to  the 
fault  of  forming  a  part  of  the  Minor  term/' 

[Hera  ends  the  explanation  of  ike  Bhashya 


28-29.  In  waking  cognition  there  is  (ytm  say)  a  distinctive  fea- 
ture— that  it  Is  certain  and  well-defined.  But  the  connection  with  the 
external  object  (whereby  you  seek  to  prove  tire  well-defined  character  of 
waking  cognition)  is  not  accepted  by  your  opponent  (the  Banddha).  And 
hence,  the  reply  that  is  given  by  the  author  of  the  Bbashya  comes  to  be 
either  *  Yikalpasama '  (doubtful)  or  *  Vaidharmyasama '  (contradic* 
lory)." 

30.  Some    people    admit    the  Beply  to  be   a  faulty   one,   on  the 
ground  that  the  Purvapaksha  itself  is  faulty ;  others  however  explain  it  as 
pointing  out  the  fact  of  the  Purvapaksha  conclusion,  being  contrary  to 
well-asertained  directly  visible  facts. 

31.  When  we  shall  be  able  to  clearly  reject  the  self*cognisability 
(of  cognitions),  then  your  theory  would  simply  come  to  be  a  pure  denial 
of  everything  that  is  cognisable. 

32.  The  object  of  Sense-perception)  &c.  then,   cannot  but  have  an 
existence  in  the  external  world ;  and  hence  one  who  would  deny  this 
(external  object)  would  have  his  theory  contradicted  by   these   (Sense* 
perception,  &c.). 


S8.B9  With  this  Karika  "begins  the  explanation  of  the  Siddhanta  Bhashya,  which 
runs  thus:— ^Stambha  Ui  Jagrato  "buddhih,  supemipita  katham  viparyeshyati'  and 
Karikas  28-29  raise  objections  to  this  passage.  '  Vikalpasama  '—among  cognitions  some 
wonld  be  well-defined  and  have  corresponding  realities  while  others  wonld  not  be  so,  , 
on  acconnt  of  there  being  cognitions,  like  dream-cognition  j  thence  the  reply  given, 
which  is  based  npon  the  fact  of  waking-cognition  being  well-defined,  would  become 
doubtful.  'Vaidharmyasama'—fhe  fact  of  waking-cognition  being  a  cognition,  like 
dream-cognition,  wonld  prove  it  to  be  without  a  corresponding  reality,  while  the  fact 
of  its  being  well-defined  would  prove  it  to  have  a  corresponding  reality,  thence  the 
reply  would  be  contradictory.  For  technical  definitions  of  Vikalpasama  and  Vaidhar- 
xnyasama,  Tide  Nyayasatra  V — 2-4. 

80  The  second  half  expresses  the  Author's  view. 

81  That  is  to  say  when  it  shall  be  proved,  (and  yon  will  not  be  able  to  deny  it) 
that  the  cognition  cannot  be  cognised  by  itself,  then  in  that  case  yonr  denial  of  the 
reality  of  the  external  objects  of  perception  would  come  to  be   a  pure  denial  of  all 
things  cognisable ;  and  as  such  your  theory  would  be  open  to  contradiction  by  the 
direct  perception  of  cognisable   objects.    The  contradiction  of  direct  perception  may 
also  be  explained  thus  : — when  self-cognisability  has  been  rejected,  it  is  only  an  exter- 
nal object  that  conld  be  the  object  of  direct  perception,  hence  the  denial  of  such  an 
object  wonld  be  contradicting  direct  perception  itself. 

W  *  Then9 — Thpt  is  when  Sense-cognisability  has  been  rejected. 
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33.  The  expression  "  well-defined "  serves  to  point  out  tlie  greater 
strength  of  these  (Sense-perception,  &c.),  based  upon  the  fact  that  in  the 
absence  of  any  cognitions  to  the  contrary,  they  cannot  but  have  real 
authority  or  trustworthiness. 

34  It  is  only  the  denial  of  an  object,  comprehended  by  means  of 
a  faulty  cognition,  that  can  be  correct.  If  there  be  a  denial  of  every  con- 
ception, then  your  own  theory  too  cannot  he  established. 

35.  The  Predicate  and  the  Subject  (the  Major  and  Minor  terms  of 
your  Syllogism)  being    (according  to  you)  incapable  of  being  cognised 
(i.e.,  being  no  real  objects  of  comprehension), — you  would  be  open  to  the 
charge  of  having  both  the  Subject  and  the  Predicate,  or  only  one  of  them, 
such  as  has  never  been  known. 

36.  If  the  cognition,  of  the  Subject  and  Predicate,  as  belonging  to 
tbe  speaker  and  the  hearer,  were  without  corresponding  realities,  then 
both  of  them  would  stand  self-contradicted. 

37.  E"or  would  any  differentiation  be  possible,  between  the  Subject 
and  the  Predicate.    For  these  reasons  the  declaration  of  your  conclusion, 
cannot  be  right. 

38.  "  But  we  do  not  admit  of  any  such  entity,  as  the  Character 
of  having  no  real  corresponding  object;  therefore  it  is  not  right,  to  raise 
any  questions  as  to  the  absence  or  otherwise  of  such  entities." 

39.  If  the  cognition  is  not  a  real  entity,  then  in  what  way  do  you 
wish  to  explain  it  to  us  ?     Or,  how  do  you  yourself  comprehend  it  ? 

39-40.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  we  assume  its  existence  and  then  seek 
to  prove  it," — then  (we  reply),  how  can  there  be  an  assumption  of  some- 
thing that  does  not  exist  ?  And  even  if  it  is  assumed,  it  comes  (by  the 
mere  fact  of  this  assumption)  to  be  an  entity.  If  it  be  asked — "  How 
do  you  (Mlmansakas)  apply  cognisability  to  Negation  (which  is  a  non- 
entity) ?  ",-<— (we  reply),  that  we  hold  Negation  to  be  a  real  entity. 

83  The  superiority  of  Sense-perception,  over  the  inferential  argument  brought 
forward  by  the  Purvapafcsha,  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  former  must  always  continue  to 
be  a  trustworthy  means  of  right  notion,  so  long  as  there  are  no  cognitions,  equally 
strong-,  that  contradict  them. 

to  If  every  conception  is  denied,  then  the  objector's  theory  too  being  a  conception 
would  be  denied. 

85  When  nothing  can  be  known,  the  subject  and  the  predicate  of  the  Purvnpaksha 
could  never  have  been  known ;  and  an  inferential  argument  with  an  unknown  Subject 
and  Predicate  can  never  be  expected  to  be  valid. 

$8  One  who  would  deny  the  reality  of  his  own  Subject  and  Predicate  would  bo 
courting  Self-contradiction. 

87  Since  no  such  explanation  is  possible,  until  the  S abject  and  Predicate  have  been 
actually  recognised  as  distinct  from  one  another. 

88  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  the  foregoing  Karikaa  only  serve  to  point  to 
this  objection  : — *  Does  the  character  of  having  no  real  corresponding  object  belong  to 
such  and  such  a  cognition,  or  does  it  not*  ?  Bat  in  as  much  as  suoh  character  is  not 
an  entity,  it  is  uofc  right  to  question  its  absence  or  presence. 
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41.  Then  again,  is  the  word  "  Pratyaya  "  (made  tip  of)  an  accusative 
affix,  or  a  nominal  one  ?     If  the  latter,  then  there  would  he   self-contra- 
diction. ;  and  if  the  former,  then  the  syllogism  would  not  serve  any  useful 
purpose. 

42.  Because   we    also  accept  the  fact  of    the    cognisable  ohjects  — 
Colour  and  the  rest—  being  without  substrates  in    the    external   world  ; 
in  asmuch  as  (according  to  us)  these  objects  are  not  mere  Ideas;  and  as 
such  they  do  not  stand  in  need  of  any  external  substratum. 

43.  If  either  the  nominative  or  the  instrumental  affix  (he  accep- 
ted), then  the  words  (6  PratyayaV  aud  '  Niralambanah  ')  too  would  them- 
selves become  (included  in)  the  Minor  term   (of  your   syllogism).     Aud 
when   these    become   devoid  of   a  substratum,   your   Minor  term  itself 
ceases  to  exist. 

44«  Without  a  distinct  object  of  cognition,  no  nominative  (or  in- 
strumental) is  possible;  hence  if  you  meau  the  word  "  Pratyaya  "  to 
signify  these,  there  is  a  contradiction  of  your  own  assertion  (Vide 
note  41). 

45.  If  however,  you  hold  the  word  "  Pratyaya  "  to  have  a  con- 
ventional signification  (and  not  one  based  upon  the  meaning  of  the  root 
and  affix  constituting  the  word),  —  then,  in  that  case,  we  would  say  that 
by  usage  (or  convention)  the  word  '  Pratyaya  '  is  proved  to  be  a  real 
entity  comprehending  another  real  object  —  exactly  as  held  by  us. 


*1  Karikas  41-48  embody  the  objections  against  the  validity  of  the  Subject  of  the 
syllogism  contained  in  the  Piirvapaksha,  The  word  *  Pratyaya  *  with  an  Accusative 
afiix  signifies  that  which  is  cognised,  i.e.,  the  object;  with  a  Nominal  affix,  it  would 
mean  cognition  ;  with  a  Nominative  affix  it  would  mean  that  which  cognises  ;  and  with 
an  Instrumental  affix,  it  would  mean  that  by  which  anything  is  cognisedf  that  ia,  the 
Sense-organ.  *  Contradiction  *  —  if  the  word  Pratyaya  he  held  to  end  in  the  Nominal 
aMx,  then  the  very  name  *  Pratyaya  *  (cognition)  would  indicate  an  object  which  would 
be  comprehended  by  the  cognition  j  and  hence  to  assert  that  such  cognition  has  no 
corresponding  reality  in  the  external  world  would  be  a  self-contradiction.  If  on,  the 
other  hand  the  word  be  held  to  end  in  the  Accusative  affix,  then  your  conclusion  would 
simply  mean  that  the  object  of  cognition,  the  Jar  and  the  like,  is  without  a  substratum 
in  the  external  world;  and  this  we  do  not  deny^  hence  your  reasoning  becomes 
superfluous.  And  as  for  tho  cogniser  (signified  by  the  Nominative  affix)  or  the 
means  of  cognition  (  signified  by  the  Instrumental  affix),  none  of  them  is  possible  in  tho 
absence  of  a  cognisable  object. 

*?>  Because  words  are  not  only  tho  instruments,  but  also  the  nominatives,  of  cog- 
nitions j  e.g.,  in  the  assertion,  "  Tho  word  cow  produces  the  cognition  of  the  cow  ;" 
and  hence  a  denial  of  tho  substratum  of  these  would  mean  the  denial  of  the  substra* 
turn  of  the  two  terms  of  your  syllogism  .  And  again  the  fact  of  these  words  having 
no  substratum  would  mean  that  they  have  no  significance  j  and  as  such,  cannot  be 
used  in  any  sentence,  which  moans  that  your  syllogism  ceases  to  exist. 

4&  The  usage  of  the  word  lends  no  support  to  your  theory.  By  usage,  the  cogni~ 
thn  and  the  corresponding  external  object  t  are  proved  to  be  relative  to  one  another. 
t(  Another  object"  —  i.e.,  the  coguitiou  does  not  cognise  itself,  as  hold  by  the  Baudclha. 
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46.  And  if  yon  seek  to  argue  (as  you  do)  aifcer  having  accepted 
this  (usage),  then  your  own  accepted  (usage)  becomes  contradicted  (by 
your  argument).    And  your  argument  becomes  one  that  has  an  unrecog- 
nised Subject  (Pratyaya).    While  this  fault  would  apply  to  us,  only  when 
you  have  for  your  Minor  term   (a  "  cognition  ")  which  is  not  such  (as 
comprehends  a  real  external  object). 

47.  Whether    (you   have,    for  your  minor  term,  "cognition1*}  as 
a  property  of  the  soul,  or  independently  by  itself, — in  any  case,  your 
argument  has  the  same  fault  (of  having  the  Subject  unknown).    Nor  is 
there    any  such  thing    as    simple   '* cognition"    (^without   objects,  &c.)» 
because  such  cannot  be  recognised  or  specified. 

48.  Though  there  is  for  others  (Mlmansakas)  a  specification  in  the 
shape  of  the  mere  signification  of  a  word, — yet  such  cannot  be  the  case  with 
you  j  for  you  do  not  accept  any  difference  between  the  word  and  its 
signification. 

49.  If  you  seek  to  prove  the  fact  of  being  devoid  of  a  substratum,  as 
Universal, — then  you  are  open  to  the  faults  of  having  your  predicate 
unrecognised,  and  that  of  the  absence  of  an  instance. 

50.  If  (on  the  other  hand)  you  assert  the  fact  of  being  devoid  of 
substratum,   only  partially,  we  also  admit  the  cognition  of  taste  to  be 
devoid  of  colour,  and  your  argument  becomes  superfluous. 

47  If  the  "  cognition"  of  your  syllogism  means  a  property  of  the  soul,  as  you  hold 
it  to  be,  then,  inasmuch,  as  such  a  cognition  is  never  recognised  by  you,  the  very 
subject  of  yonr  syllogism— becomes  such  as  is  not  recognised  ;  and  this  renders  your 
argument  fallacious.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  hold  that  "  cognition  "  means  cog- 
nition  by  itself  (t.e.,  without  the  notion  of  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised)  j  then,  we 
add,  that  such  a  cognition  is  not  recognised  by  us  j  and  this  also  makes  your  argument 
fallacious  ;  inasmuch  as  the  minor  term  of  a  syllogism  must  be  such  as  is  accepted  by 
both  parties. 

*8  This  Karika  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  The  sort  of  fallaciousness 
urged  above  would  apply  to  all  arguments.  For  example,  the  Mimansaka  argues  that 
sound  is  eternal.  The  Bauddha  might  retort :  Is  sound  a  property  of  the  Akaca,  or 
that  of  Air  ?  If  the  former,  we  do  not  accept  it  as  such ;  if  the  latter,  the  Mimansaka 
does  not  admit  it.  The  Mimansaka  might  say  that  by  sound,  he  means  only  that  which 
is  signified  ly  the.  word  sound  ;  but  the  Bauddha  would  add  that  the  word  Pratyaya 
only  means  that  which  is  signified  by  the  word  Pratyaya"  The  sense  of  the  reply  as 
embodied  in  the  Karika  is  that  the  Bauddha  does  not  accept  anything  denoted,  apart 
from  the  word  itself ;  and  hence,  he  has  not  the  same  facilities,  as  the  Mimausaka,  for 
sailing  clear  of  the  above  fallacies* 

*9  Because  the  Predicate — "  Niralambanah  " — would  also  come  to  be  devoid  of  a 
substratum ;  and  as  such,  incapable  of  being  recognised.  Nor  could  you  have  any 
corroborating  instance;  as,  even  in  a  dream,  there  is  not  a  total  absence  of  all 
substratum ;  since  during  dreams,  there  are  distinct  notions  of  place,  time,  &c.,  which 
are  all  real, — the  only  unreality  in  the  dream  lying  in  the  particular  connections  in 
which  the  time  and  place,  &c.,  are  cognised. 

50  Because  we  do  not  hold  any  cognition  to  have  for  its  substratum,  everything 
in  the  world.  . 
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51.  And  again,  if  you  seek  to  reject  only  such  substratum  as  tlie 
form  in  "which  the  cognition  appears;  then  (we  say  that)  inasmuch  as 
you  accept  the  cognition  of  the  cognition  itself,  such  denial  (of  the  form  of 
the  cognition)  would  be  a  self-contradiction. 

52.  If    by  the  absence    of    external    substratum    you    mean    the 
absence  of  such  ideas  as  "  this  (object)  is   external  (to  the  cognition,") — 
then  in  that  case,  there  being  no  such  feeling  with  regard  to  the  pole,  &c.f 
your  argument  becomes  superfluous. 

53.  And  if  you  mean  that  the  cognition  has  no  such  substratum  (in 
the  external  world),  as  the  pole  and  the  like, — then  this  would  contradict 
a  visible  fact. 

54  If  you  urge  that  "  the  same  would  be  the  case  with  the  per- 
ception of  the  duplicate  moon,** — we  say — no  ;  because  in  this  latter  case, 
we  deny  the  reality  of  the  substratum  (duplicate  moon),  on  the  ground 
of  its  being  beyond  the  reach  of  the  Senses,  and  not  on  account  of  the 
absence  of  the  cognition  of  the  object. 

55.  For  us,  on  the  other  hand,  the  reality  or  the  unreality  of    a 
cognition  is  based  upon  the  contact  of  the  Sense  with  the  object ; — and  it 
is  on  the  strength  of  this  that  we  accept  the  cognised  object,  as  real  or 
unreal. 

56.  For  you,  however,  there  being  no  Sense-organs,  there  can  be  no 
other  ground  for  holding  the  fact  of  the  cognition  having  a  real  substratum, 
than  the  cognition  itself ;  and  as  such  a  denial  thereof  is  not  reasonable. 

57.  Since  you  recognise  no  externality,  how  do  yon  seek  to  prove 
thereby  (i.e.,  en  the  ground  of  externality)  the  theory  of  the  absence  of 
any  real  substratum  (for  the  cognition)  ?     For  under  such  circumstances 
(i.e.,  if  you  deny  the  externality  of  objects),  which  is  the  adjunct  of 
your  minor  term,  the  minor  term  itself  cannot  be  recognised. 

B*  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  on  pressing  the  eye  with  a  finger,  yon  per- 
ceive the  moon  to  be  duplicate  j  anil  then  if  you  say  that  the  moon  is  one  only,  this 
assertion  of  yours  contradicts  a  fact  ascertained  by  means  of  your  own  eyes.  The 
meaning  of  the  reply  is  that  we  deny  the  duality  of  the  moon,  because  such  duality  is 
beyond  the  reach  of  the  senses ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  we  declare  the  idea  of 
the  duplicate  moon  to  be  without  a  real  objective  substratum  ; — this  idea  being  dne 
to  an  extraneous  discrepancy  temporarily  imposed  upon  the  eye.  We  do  not  base  our 
denial  of  the  duality  upon  the  denial  of  all  objective  substratum  for  the  cognition 
itself. 

65  Where  the  sense  is  in  contact  with  the  object,  just  as  it  is  cognised,  the  cogni- 
tion and  the  object  are  both  real ;  where  it  is  not  so,  they  are  both  unreal. 

58  Because  such  denial  would  mean  the  denial  of  the  cognition  itself.  (The 
Bauddhas  deny  the  reality  of  the  sense-organs). 

67  If  you  mean  to  assert  that  you  only  deny  the  fact  of  any  external  object  being 
the  substratum  of  cognition, — then  we  would  say  that,  since  you  do  not  recognise  the 
reality  of  any  external  object,  how  could  you  have  such  a  minor  term. as  tf  a  cognition 
which  appears  to  be  external.'* 
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58.  Just  as  when  there  is  no  recognition  of  the  qualification  (or 
adjunct),  the  minor  term  (or  the  conclusion)  is  not  acertained,-oa  account 
of  the  incapability  (of  such  a  term)  of  rightly  expressing  an  idea ;  so 
for  the  same  reason,  would  there  be  a  non-ascertainment  of  the  conclusion, 
if  the  adjunct  of  the  adjunct  too  were  not  recognised. 

59.  For,  so  long  as  the  meaning  of  the  word  has  not  been  fully 
recognised,   the  meaning  of  the  sentence  cannofc  be  ascertained.    And  we 
shall  prove  later  on  that   the  minor  term  really  consists  of  the  significa- 
tion of  the  sentence,  because  it  follows  from  such,  recognition  (of  the 
meaning  of  the  sentence). 

60.  (By  saying  that  "  cognition  is  devoid  of  any  substratum  apart 
from  itself  "  you  may  mean)   either  the  exclnsion  or  the  negation  of  all 
extraneous  objects  ;  any  way,  the  whole  world  being  (according  to  us  also) 
non-different,  through,  predicability,  your  argument  becomes  superfluous. 

61.-  And  again,  if  you  assert  "  the  absence  of  substratum  "  with 
reference  to  (a  substratum)  totally  different  (from  the  cognition)  (theu 
too,  your  argument  becomes  superfluous).  If,  on  the  other  hand  (you 
assert  it)  with  reference  to  (a  substratum)  only  partially  different  (from 
the  cognition),  then  your  conclusiou  would  contradict  your  previously 
postulated  (difference). 

W  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  It  is  only  the  non-recognition  of  the 
adjunct  of  the  minor  term  thafc  vitiates  an  inferential  argument.  In  the  present  case, 
however,  what  is  not  recognised  is  only  the  externality  of  the  objects  qualifying  the 
minor  term  j  and  this  is  only  the  non-recognition  of  the  qualification  of  the  adjunct  j 
and  as  snch  it  does  not  vitiate  the  argument."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  in  both 
cases,  the  faulty  character  of  the  Inferential  argument  is  based  upon  the  fact  of  the 
term  being  incapable  of  giving  any  sense,  in  the  case  of  its  necessary  adjuncts  not 
being  recognised. 

W  Your  minor  term  is  necessarily  mixed  up  with  the  signification  of  such  words 
as  "external,"  &o, ;  and  again,  it  is  by  the  significations  of  snch  sentences — as  "the 
cognitions  have  no  external  substratum" — that  the  minor  term  is  constituted,  And 
as  such,  the  minor  term  can  not  be  recognised,  until  the  significations  of  the  consti- 
tuent words  have  been  fully  ascertained. 

*0  If  you  mean  to  exclude  extraneous  objects,  your  conclusion  would  be  of  some 
such  form  as  :  "Cognition  has  for  its  substratum,  something  that  is  not  extraneous  to 
it."  While  if  you  mean  to  deny  it,  the  conclusion  would  be  in  the  form  :  "  Cognition 
has  no  extraneous  substratum.'*  Any  way  your  conclusion  would  not  go  against  our 
theory  5  inasmuch  as  we  also  hold  all  things  to  be  identical,  on  the  ground  of  all 
tilings  having  the  common  character  of  prcdicdbility ;  and  honce,  according  to  us  also, 
nothing  being  extraneous  to  anything,  the  substratum  of  the  coguiton  cannot  bo 
said  to  be  extraneous  to  the  cognition.  Thus  then  your  argument  loses  its  force, 
and  becomes  superfluous. 

61  "  Becomes  superfluous  " — because  we  also  hold  that  the  cognised  object  is  not 
totally  extraneous  to  the  cognition.  "  If  on  the  other  hand,  Jfc.,  $*c" — If  your  conclu- 
sion mean  that  ''Cognition  is  devoid  of  any  substratum  that  ovou  partially  differs 
from  it," — then  you  also  admit  a  slight  cliil'crciico,  though  only  assumed,  between 
the  V.-IJJLCL  of  fruition  and  the  cognition* 
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62.  And, on  account  of  its  appearing  in  the  form  of  the  objective,  it 
is  held  (by  us)  to  be  devoid  of  any  substratum  (and  hence  your  argument 
becomes   superfluous).     While  if   you  assert  the  non-difference    (of   the 
cognised  object)  from  the   Cognition,   then  that   would  go   against  the 
(theory  of)  distinct  faculties  (of  the  cognised  Object  and  Cognition). 

63.  If  you  seek  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  absence  of  any  substratum 
for  the  cognition,  at  the  moment  of  ifcs  being  produced, — then,  this  being 
an  apparent  fact,  we  also  accept  (the  cognition  at  the  monent  of  production) 
to  be  devoid  of  any  external  object  of  perception. 

64.  You,  however,  do  not  accept  its  correctness  or  reality  at  any  time  ; 
as  this  too  has  its  end  in  itself,  like   the  ideas  of    the  mirage  and 
the  like, 

65-66.  If  such  cognitions  as  that  of  Caitra  and  the  like  were  to 
have  the  fact  of  being  devoid  of  any  real  substratum  as  their  necessary 
character,  &c.,  then  they  could  never  be  comprehended  by  cognitions 
arising  out  of  inferential  arguments.  And  hence,  on  account  of  there 
being  a  mnltifarionsness  of  objects,  and  also  on  account  of  the  form  (d£ 
such  cognitions  as  those  of  Caitra,  <fcc.,) — how  could  the  correct  notion 
of  cognitions  having  real  substrata  be  dispensed  with, — when  it  is  not 
actually  set  aside  by  any  contradictory  of  itself  ? 

67.    If  you  take  the  word  'pratyaya '  to  be  the  cognition,  (thus  forming 

$*  It  is  in  the  generic  character  of  "  Cognition,"  that  an  Idea  has  an  external 
object  for  ifcs  substratum.  When,  however,  this  happens  to  be  m  the  form  of  au 
inanimate  object— the  jar,  /.*. : ,  then  it  is  accepted  by  us  also  to  have  no  substra- 
tum as  such. 

«8  We  hold  that  in  every  perception,  there  is  a  threefold  process :  (1)  at  the 
first  moment,  there  is  a  production  of  the  cognition ;  (2)  at  the  second,  the  referring  of 
the  cognition  to  a  concrete  fact ;  and  (3)  at  the  third,  the  full  comprehension  of  the 
cognition,  And  as  such  we  also  hold  the  cognition  to  be  devoid  of  an  external  substra- 
tum, at  the  first  moment.  And  hence  your  argument  becomes  superfluous* 

6*  "  Correctness'9 — i.e.,  the  fact  of  its  having  a  corresponding  object  in  the  external 
world.  We  hold  the  cognition  to  be  without  a  corresponding  reality,  only  at  the 
moment  of  its  production  5  but  what  we  assert  is  that  subsequently,  at  the  second 
moment,  this  cognition  comes  to  be  referred  to  a  concrete  object.  Thus  then,  it  is  only 
after  the  moment  of  production  that  we  part  company  with  you,  who  assert  that  at  no 
time  is  the  Cognition  able  to  have  any  such  corresponding  reality  ;  and  that  afc  all  times 
it  has  an  end  in  itself,  and  is,  like  miragic  perceptions,  always  false. 

66  You  hold  all  Cognition  to  end  in  itself,  without  referring  to  any  corresponding 
object  extraneous  to  it.  But  then,  the  Cognition  or  Idea,  arising  out  of  the  argument- 
you  urged  against  us,  could  never  rightly  comprehend  one  fact  of  the  absence  of  any  real 
substratum  as  belonging  to  cognitions-  in  general ;  and  hence  there  being  multifarious 
objects  of  Cognition, — when  the  existence  of  the  substratum  is  not  directly  denied  by 
any  counter-notion  of  the  absence  of  such  substratum, — how  could  one  totally 
deny  the  existence  of  the  substratum,  specially  when  we  are  examining  the  form  and 
character  of  such  cognitions  as  those  of  Caitra  and  the  like  ? 

6?  If  tlio  opponent  were  to-  interpret  tlio  word  "Pratyaya**  as  the  means  •> 
knowledge,  tlieu  it  would  come  CO  signify  the  wonl  f  Pnttyaya' :  and  in  accordance  with 
^  17 


the  minor  term  of  your  syllogism), — and  thence  if  yon  seek  to  set  aside 
the  fact  of  the  cognition  (of  this  word)  having  any  substratum  (in  the 

and  other  external  objects)  ,* — then  your  argument- becomes  superfluous. 

68.  If  again,  (by  your  argument)  you  seek  to  set  aside  the  capability 
(of  the  word  cognition)  to  bring  about  a  conception  (or  Idea),  then  your 
major  term  becomes  incapable  of  being  ascertained  ;  because  the  argument 
itself  could  not  be  brought  forward  m  the  absence  of  such  capability 
of  producing  conception. 

69-71.  There  is  no  denotation  without  connection ;  and  this  (conneo- 
ticm)  is  not  possible  without  some  difference  (between  the  word  and  its 
denotation).  Nor  is  this  difference  possible  in  the  absence  of  an  idea 
expressing  such  difference ;  and  this  idea  too  is  not  possible  unless  the 
questioner  distinctly  comprehends  the  sentence  and  also  the  several 
members  of  the  syllogism,  such  as  the  minor  term,  the  middle  term,  the 
Instance,  and  the  two  members  of  the  discussion.  If  you  bring  forward 
your  argument  after  accepting  all  this  (i.e.)  the  fact*o£  the  above-men- 
tioned cognitions  having  real  substrata),  then  this  conclusion  would 
militate  against  your  previous  assertion. 

7£-73.  Without  the  difference  between  Virtue  and  Yice,  and  that 
between  the  Disciple  and  the  Teacher  himself,  being  ascertained  in  its 
reality,  there  could  be  no  instructions  with  regard  to  Duty,  <$?(?.,  specially 
as  we  come  across  the  actual  performance  of  duty^  (we  conclude  that)  the 
difference  of  the  idea,  (of  Duty  from  Duty  itself)  ia  accepted  (even  by 
your  Teacher  Buddha)  (and  as  such  in  denying  the  reality  of  external 
objects  of  perception,  you  contradict  your  own  Teacher). 

73.  And  since  we  find  that  the  Buddha  has  accepted  (such  differences) 
in  other  Sutras   (the  "  Saddharma  '*  f.i.)  ;  there  would  be  a  contradiction 
of  your  own  scriptures  too  (if  you  were  to  totally  deny  the  reality  of  the 
external  world). 

74.  And  your  conclusion   on  this  point  is  also  contradicted  (and 
hence  rejected)  by  facts  known  to-  ail  persons  (who  always  recognise 
objects  apart  from  their  cognitions). 

74-75.    If  you  hold  the  idea  of  all  arguments  to  be  false  (as  having 

this,  if  he  were  to  interpret  MB  argument  as  proving  tliat  M  such  object  as  the  post 
and  the  like  cannot  be  the  substratum  of  the  word  ( Fratyaya ',  " — then  we  would  reply 
that  we  do  .not  deny  this  conclusion  ;  and  as  such  your  argument  loses  all  ita  force. 

68  If  by  the  proposition  "Pratyaya  is  niralambana/'  you  mean  that  the  wovA 
*  Pratyaya '  is  incapable  of  having  any  denotation,  then  your  minor  term  (the  denota- 
tion of  this  word  l  Pratyaya r)  being  unrecognised,  your  conclusion  cannot  be  proved. 

69-.7J.  The  argument  cannot  be  brought  forward  unless  there  is  a  distinct  idea  of 
the  words  employed  in  the  argument,  and  their  significations*  &c.?  and  until  such  idea* 
have  been  duly  recognised  to  have  corresponding  realities.  And  if  you  accept  these, 
you  contradict?  your  own  assertion  of  all  cognitions  being  devoid  of  corresponding 
realities.  Thus  then  you  ore  placed  upon  the  two  horns  of  a  dialemma. 

74.15  5Tou  hold  all  cognition  to  be  false.    And  in  accordance    with   this,    the 
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no  real  substratum),  then  there  would  be  a  universal  legation;  and  the 
deficiency  of  the  minor  term,  -Ac.,  could  also  be  urged  (against  your  argu- 
ment). And,  if  (in  order  to  avoid  these)  you  w«re  to  hold  these  (cogni- 
tions of  your  minor  term,  &c.),"to  have  real  substrata,  then  on  the  ground 
of  such  cognitions  themselves*  the  middle  term  (of  your  syllogism  and 
kenoe  the  major  premiss  also)  would  become  non-conclusive  or  doubtful* 

73-77.  If  you  urge"  that  your  conclusion  has  for  its  subject  "  cogni- 
tions -other  than  those  of  the  factors  of  the  syllogism" — then  (we  say  that) 
the  idea  of  this  distinctness  (t.e.,  the  notion  that  su<:h  and  such  cognitions 
are  other  than  such  other  cognitions)  would  be  false.  And  when  this 
happens  to  be  false,  all  that  has  gone  before  becomes  incapable  of  being 
ascertained.  Nor  would,  then,  there  be  any  difference  between  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  post  (you  employ  as  an  instance)  and  that  of  the  argument 
(you  urge  against  us). 

77-78,  As  your  conclusion  goes  on  signifying  (the  .falsity)  of  cogni* 
tions  other  than  those  of  your  argument, — there  would  be  falsity  of  all  the 
rest ;  and  hence  whatever  goes  before,  becomes  set  aside ;  and  thus  either 
your  middle  term  becomes  concomitant  with  its  own  contradictory,  or 
your  conclusion  itself  comes  to  be  rejected  by  (your  own)  inferential 
argument. 

79-80.  (Becao.se)  in  opposition  to  all  the  alternatives  (open  to  you) 
we  would  bring  forward  this  counter-argument : — "  Cognitions  have  real 
substrata  in  the  external  world  ;  and  this  notion  (of  cognition  having  a  real 
substratum)  is  correct ;  because  it  is  a  notion  free  from  contradiction ; — 
like  the  notion  of  the  falsity  of  dream-cognition." 

significations  of  all  argumentative  assertions  would  be  false ;  and  hence  your  argument 
comes  to  be  a  denial  of  the  truth  of  all  arguments.  Or  again,  any  and  every  fault- 
in  the  shape  of  the  deficiency  of  the  various  factors  of  your  syllogism  (the  idea  of  all 
of  which  yon  declare  to  be  false)—  could  be  urged  against  your  argument.  "  Non-con- 
clusive" :  The  middle  term  of  the  syllogism  is  "  Pratyatw&t "  ("Because  it  is  a  cognition, 
therefore  they  have  ne  real  substratum.*')  But  if  you  admit  a  single  cognition  to 
have  a  real  substratum,  the  said  middle  Term  becomes  doubtful,  and  as  such  vitiates 
the  argument. 

18-71  Because  you  accept  only  the  reality  of  the  cognitions  of  the  various  mem- 
bers of  your  syllogism.  "  Ceases  to  be  ascertained  " — because  the  idea  of  such  distinct* 
ness  being  false,  the  conclusion  of  your  syllogism  becomes  faulty  in  its  subject :  and 
hence  the  whole  argument  falls  to  the  ground.  "  Nor  would  then  fyc" — Because  when 
all  notion  of  distinctness  is  false,  there  can  be  no  difference  between  two  such  cogni- 
tions, as  those  of  the  post  and  your  argument, —  a  palpable  absurdity. 

77-18  If  iu  order  to  avoid  the  difficulties  urged  above,  you  have  '  for  the  subject 
of  your  conclusion,  such  cognitions  as  are  other  than  t/iat  of  such  distinctness, — then  all 
other  cognitions  would  come  to  be  false ;  whence  all  that  has  gone  before — even  your 
own  previous  argument  becomes  false.  Thus  you  will  have  to  bring  forward  arguments 
ad  infinitum ;  and  then  too  you  will  never  come  to  an  end  j  because  each  argument 
will  negative  all  tliat  may  have  gone  before  it.  Thus  then  either  your  own  argument 
will  have  to  be  admitted  to  be  fallacious,  or  (if  you  avoid  this)  your  conclusion 
will  be  contrary  to  the  Premises*. 
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80-81.  And  if  you  urge  that  this  notion  (of  tLe  falsity  of  dream* 
cognition)  is  also  false  ,*  tben  dream-cognition  would  never  be  (contradicted 
and  lience)  false ;  and  consequently  it  could  not  supply  the  instance  (of 
falsity)  in  the  argument  you  haye  brought  forward  against  us. 

81-82.  And  in  the  same  manner,  if  you  were  to  accept  the  correct- 
ness of  the  notions  of  the  momentary  character,  distinctness  and  existence 
of  cognitions,  then  your  argument  (t.e.,  the  middle  term)  would  become 
non-conclusive  or  doubtful ;  while  if  you  accept  the  falsity  of  such  notions, 
you  contradict  your  own  theory. 

83.  And  again,  there  could  be  no  such  distinction  as  that  into  the 
"bound"  and  "liberated, ";  and  hence  you  would  hare  the  absurdity  of 
the  friutlessness  of  any  attempt  towards  Liberation. 

84^85.  If  you  urge  that  yon  accept  as  false,  only  such  notions  of  the 
existence,  <fcc ,  of  cognition,  as  appear  in  concrete  (well-defined)  forms  : — 
then  (we  say  that)  in  this  case,  we  do  not  find  the  application  of  any  other 
means  of  right  notion ;  and  thus,  there  being  no  such  means,  the  existence, 
Ac.,  of  cognition  can  be  scarcely  ascertainable. 

85-87.  Thus  then  all  our  cognitions  would  come  to  be  false,  on 
account  of  their  being  (concretely)  well-defined ;  and  it  would  be  scarcely 
possible  to  get  at  (the  ideas  of)  proximity  and  remoteness,  reality  and 
unreality,  &c.  And  (thus)  the  falsity  of  cognitions  being  common  to  all 
ftystems  of  philosophy,  it  is  not  proper  to  reject  the  Sankhja,  <fec.,  and 
be  partial  to  the  Bauddha  philosophy  alone. 

80.81  This  Kur-ika  puts  the  opponent  in  a  fix :  If  he  accept  the  falsity  of  dream* 
cognition,  he  can  hare  nothing  to  say  against  the  counter-argument  urged  in  K. 
79-80 ;  and  he  completely  loses  his  ground.  If,  in  order  to  avoid  this,  he  do  not 
admit  the  falsity  of  dream-cognition ;  then  he  contradicts  himself ;  in  as  much  as  he 
has  brought  forward  *'  dream-cognition  **  as  an  instance  (of  false  cognition)^  in  the 
inferential  argument  he  haa  urged  against  the  Mimansaka.  This  argument,  in  the 
absence  of  a  corroborating  instance,  would  fall  to  the  ground. 

83  If  yon  deny  the  distinctness  of  cognitions,  you  land  yourself  upon  the  Vedan. 
tic  theory  of  the  "  unity  of  knowledge  "  ;  and  in  that  case,  the  notion,  of  Bondage  would 
be  identical  with  that  of  Deliverance, 

84.86  It  may  be  argued  that  you  accept  only  the  falsity  of  concrete  cognitions  5 
and  that,  cognitions  can  have  their  existence,  <&c.,  in  their  abstract  forms.  Bufc  this  is 
not  right ;  because  such  notions,  as—1'  the  world  is  only  an  idea,**  '•  all  cognitions  are 
momentary  entities'*  and  the  like — are  not  comprehended  by  any  person,  in  their 
Abstract  forms.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  only  by  means  of  Inference,  <fcc.,  that  such 
motions  are  ascertained ;  and  as  such,  they  cannot  bat  be  concrete,  and  hence  (accord, 
ing  to  you)  false.  Consequently,  the  notions  ef  the  existence  of  cognitions,  and  their 
momentary  characterise.,  cannot  be  got  at. 

The  Kaqika  adds  that  if  the  Bauddha  admits  the  reality  of  abstract  cognitions,  such 
reality  would  belong  also  to  the  abstract  notions  of  the  post,  &c.,  and  this  would 
establish  the  reality  of  the  external  world. 

S&-87  If  all  cogintions  were  false,  there  could  be  no  idea  of  tire  comparative  reality 
or  unreality  of  objects,  as  dae  to  the  $>ro&irnity  or  remoteness  of  objects,  in  regard  to 
the  Souse-organ  concerned. 
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87-88.  If  a  cognition  be  false,  would  it  not  be  liable  to  rejection  ? 
If  it  were  to  be  false  even  without  being  rejected,  tben  there  would  be  no 
restriction  (as  to  the  reality  or  unreality  of  a  cognition). 

88-89.  For  us,  dream-cognition  would  certainly  be  falsified  by  the 
perception  of  a  waking-  cognition  .contradicting  it;  while  for  you,  what 
would  constitute  the  difference  (between  the  reality  of  waking-cognition 
and  that  of  dream-consciousness,  both  of  which  are  held  by  you  to  be 
equally  false)  ? 

89-90.  Of  waking  cognition  as  such,  there  is  no  proper  (correct) 
contradictory  cognition, — the  perception  whereof  would  establish  the  falsity 
of  such  (waking)  cognitions  as  those  of  the  post  and  the  like. 

90-91.  The  fact  of  waking  cognitions  being  the  contradictory  of  dream- 
cognition  is  known  to  all  persons,  and,  as  such  they  differ  from  dream* 
cognition  (which  is  known  only  to  particular  individuals),  just  like  the 
cognition,  which  serves  to  reject  (a  particular  dream-cognition). 

91-93.  Obj. :  "  Of  such  waking  cognitions  as  those  of  the  post,  &c., 
invalidating  cognitions  do  arise  in  the  shape  of  those  of  the  true  Togis 
(who  know  all  things  worldly  to  be  false)  ;  and  this  would  certainly 
make  these  waking  cognitions  equal  to  dream-cognitions  (in  point  of 
falsity).  And  such  invalidating  cognitions  too  (as  those  of  Yogis)  would 
belong  to  all  living  creatures  when  they  reach  the  Yogic  stage ;  and 
hence  the  fact  of  waking  cognitions  having  invalidating  counter-cognitions 
becomes  established." 

93-94.  But,  such  Yogic  cognition  is  not  found  to  belong  to  any  per- 
son in  this  life ;  and  as  for  those  who  have  reached  the  Yogic  state, 
we  know  not  what  happens  to  them. 

94-95.  Oar  Yogis  too  could  have  only  such  invalidating  cognitions 
as  would  be  either  subversive  of  or  contrary  to  your  assertion. 

87.83  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is  that  if  even  waking  cognitions  were  false,  they 
too,  like  dream  cognitions,  would  be  liable  to  rejection  by  subsequent  cognitions  5  but 
such  is  not  the  case. 

90,91  Waking  cognition,  as  distinguished  from  Dream -cognition,  is  known  equally  to 
all  men  ;  while  Dream -cognition  is  confined  to  only  particular  individuals,  under  the 
influence  of  sleep.  Therefore,  just  as,  in  the  case  of  a  cognition  rejecting  a  certain 
foregoing  dream-cognition,  the  former  is  recognised  as  contradictory  of  the  dream- 
cognition, — so,  in  the  same  manner,  the  character  of  being  the  contradictory  of  dream- 
cognition  would  belong  to  all  such  waking  cognitions,  as  those  of  the  post  and  the  like ; 
and  it  is  in  comparison  with  such  waking  cognitions  that  dream-cognitions  are  said  to 
be  false. 

91-93  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that,  though  Waking  cognitions  are  not  invalidated 
by  ordinary  cognitions,  yet  they  do  become  invalidated  by  the  contrary  cognitions  of 
Yogis. 

94.95  £  3  you  urge  the  cognition  of  your  Bauddha  Yogi  against  our  theory,  so  could 
we  also  bring  forward  the  cognitions  of  our  own  Yogis,  as  invalidating  your  theory. 
"  Subversive  "—such  as  the  recognition  of  the  true  character  of  the  shell,  after  it  has 
"been  mistaken  for  silver.  "  Contrary"— e.g.,  the  idea  that '  this  is  not  silver',  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  idea  that  *  this  is  a  shell.* 
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95-96.  And  further,  you  can  have  no  instance  to  prove  that  the 
cognition  of  the  Yogi  is  such  as  you  assert  it  to  be.  As  a  corroborative 
instance  of  our  assertiou  we  have  the  cognition,  as  ordinarily  perceived. 

96-97.  If  you  were  to  argue  that  "  such  cognitions  as  that  of  the 
post  and  the  like,  have  got  counter-cognitions  which  invalidate  them, 
simply  because  they  are  cognitions,—  -like  the  cognitions  of  the  mirage 
Ac.  ;  "— 

97-98,  (We  reply)  we  do  not  deny  the  fact  of  -waking  cognitions 
having  counter-cognitions,  in  the  shape  of  the  cognitions  of  the  mirage 
and  the  like  ;  and  in  that  form,  they  also  become  capable  of  being  invali- 
dated, as  also  through  their  cognisable  object  ;  and  your  reasoning  ie 
also  incompatible,  with  (the  cognitions  of  Yogis,  which  yon  hold  to  be 
correct,  and  as  such)  the  invalidating  agent  ;  and  if  you  qualify  the  pre- 
miss by  the  phrase  "  other  than  that  ",  then  as  before,  (there  would  be 
several  discrepancies  in  your  argument). 

99-100.  For  according  to  you,  to  dream-cognitions  would  belong  the 
character  of  being  the  counter-  cognitions  of  false  cognitions  (in  the  shape 
of  such  waking  cognitions  as  those  of  the  post,  &c.)  ;  and  (in  the  case  oi 
Yogic  cognitions)  such  peculiarities  as  you  may  attribute  —  /.£,  the  fact 
of  its  being  comprehended  through  the  suppression  of  passion  and 


Yon  are  not  to  understand  that  your  case  is  exactly  similar  to  ours  }  because 
your  argument  has  no  corroborative  instance  ;  while  onr  assertion,  of  Yogic  cognition! 
having  real  substrata  in  the  external  world,  is  based  upon  an  Inference  supported  bj 
the  case  of  any  ordinary  cognition  :  Even  at  the  present  day,  we  End  that  the  cogni 
tions  of  all  men  are  based  upon  external  realities  ;  and  this  would  rightly  lead  to  th< 
conclusion  that  the  cognition  oi  the  Yogi  should  also  have  a  real  substratum. 

97.98  It  is  true  that  waking  cognitions  have  counter-cognitions  in  the  shape  o: 
wrong  conceptions.  And  just  as  false  cognitions  and  their  objects  are  invalidated  bj 
the  fact  of  there  being  counter-cognitions,  so,  in  the  same  manner,  correct  cognitioni 
too,  having  (like  false  cognitions)  the  character  of  cognition  —  ,  and  their  objects  toi 
having  (like  the  objects  of  false  cognitions)  the  character  of  object  —  ,  and  having  too 
in  common  with  false  cognitions,  their  counter-cognitions,  —  would  be  capable  of  beinj 
invalidated.  We  do  not  deny  this  fact  ;  and  so  your  argument  becomes  superfluous 
But,  inasmuch  as  right  cognitions  are  capable  of  being  invalidated,  the  cognition 
of  Yogis  too  could  not  be  free  from  this  capability  5  and  as  it  is  these  Yogic  cognition 
that  you  hold  to  be  the  invalidators  of  ordinary  cognitions,  your  reasoning  become 
inconclusive  and  doubtful.  If  you  argue  that  all  cognitions,  save  those  of  the  Tog\ 
are  capable  of  being  invalidated,  then  too,  you  would  be  open  to  all  the  objection 
urged  in  Karikas  76  et-seq. 

99.100  You  find  that  Dream-cognition  has  for  its  counter-cognition,  the  wakinj 
cognition  j  and  the  cognitions  of  Yogis,  which  are  both  false  ;  consequently  the  wak 
ing  cognitions  too  would  be  invalidated  only  by  such  Yogic  cognitions  as  are  false 
Thus  then  the  Yogic  cognition  invalidating  the  waking  cognitions  having  beoom 
false,  you  will  have  to  reject  all  such  exceptional  characterestics  of  Yogio  cognifcioi 
as  the  fact  of  its  proceeding  from  the  suppression  of  passions,  &c.,  from  which  yo 
conclude  such  cognitions  to  be  correct.  And  in  this  way  your  reasoning  become 
self-contradictory, 
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meditation,  Ac., — would  also  become  rejected ;  and  thence  your  argument 
•would  become  self-contradictory. 

100-101.  There  being  no  rejection  (of  waking  cognitions),  by  great 
men,  these  would  be  like  the  Yogic  cognition  which  you  accept  as  invali- 
dating present  cognitions ;  and  thence  we  would  either  urge  the  rejection 
of  your  inferential  argument,  or  bring  forward  a  counter-argument, 
and  recall  the  discrepancies  in  your  previous  argument. 

10 1- 102.    And  your  previous  argument  is  also  open  to  the  fault  of 
having  the  middle  term  unrecognised  by   both  parties,  because  it  is  non- 
,  different  from  the  major  term  (or  conclusion),  and  is  (hence)  unmention- 
able (as  the  middle  term). 

102-208,  As  for  the  *  class  cognition '  in  general,  you  do  not  accept  it  as 
being  both  different  and  non-different  (from  the  individual  cognitions)  ; 
and  as  for  its  being  totally  different  (from  the  individuals),  there  is  no 
such  *  class r  accepted  by  us. 

103-104.    That  there  is  neither  similarity  nor  the  exclusion  of  others, 

100.  IGL  VTe  can  bring  forward  the  following  counter-argument :  "  Waking  cogni- 
tions are  correct,  because  at  present  they  are  not  rejected  by  able  men, — like  your 
Yogic  cognition.'1  Then  if  this  argument  of  ours  is  equal  in  strength  to  that  whereby 
you  seek  to  invalidate  all  waking  cognitions,  then  ours  is  only  a  counter-argument. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  our  argument  ia  stronger  than  yours,  then  your  argument  falla 
through.  Any  way,  our  argument  closes  the  way  of  your  argument.  "  Previous  argu- 
ment : "  i.e.,  the  argument  whereby  you  seek  to  prove  the  absence  of  any  real  substra- 
tum in  the  external  world,  for  cognitions. 

101.108  Over  and  above  the  discrepancies  in  your  argument,  pointed  out  above,  there 
is  yet  another  point  against  it:  your  middle  term  "Pratyaya"  is  not  one  that  is 
recognised  by  both  parties  j  inasmuch  as  the  "  fact  of  being  a  cognition "  cannot  be 
made  the  middle  term ;  because  it  forms  part  of  your  conclusion,  and  as  such,  is  not 
accepted  by  your  opponent.  Your  conclusion  is  that  "  all  cognitions  are  devoid  of  aab- 
stratnm";  and  for  your  middle  term,  too,  you  have  "cognition";  by  which  you  pre* 
suppose  the  fact  of  cognitions  being  devoid  of  substratum — thus  incurring  the  fallacy 
of  Petitio  Principii.  Thus  then  your  argument  becomes  devoid  of  a  proper  middle 
term,  which  musfc  always  be  such  as  is  already  accepted  by  both  parties. 

102.108  You  may  urge  that  you  will  have,  for  your  middle  term,  "  Cognition "  in 
general,  what  forms  part  of  the  conclusion  being  only  a  particular  kind  of  cognition, 
thereby  sailing  clear  of  the  objectionable  identity  of  the  conclusion  with  the  Minor 
term.  Bnt  in  reply  to  this,  it  is  added,  that  the  conception  of  such  a  generic  entity  too 
is  not  common  to  both  of  ns.  If  you  deny  the  identity  of  the  Class  with  the  Individual, 
then  yon  have  only  two  alternatives  left :  (1)  either  that  it  be  both  different  and  non- 
different,  (2)  or  that  it  be  entirely  different,  from  it.  Apparently,  you  do  not  accept  the 
first  alternative ;  becanse  you  do  not  admit  the  Class  to  be  identical  with  the  Individual ; 
and  as  for  the  second,  we  do  not  accept  it.  So  even  now  your  middle  term  remains 
Ench  as  is  not  accepted  by  both  parties. 

108.104  it  may  be  urged  that  "  by  class  we  do  not  mean  a  category  including  many 
individuals  j  but  by  Samanya  (class)  we  only  mean  similarity  (so  cognition  in  general 
meaning  cognitions  that  ore  similar)  and  exclusion  of  others  (cognition  in  general  then., 
meaning  everything  that  is  not  non-cognition) ;  and  it  is  this  latter  that  is  technically 
called  Apoha,  the  upholders  of  which  declare  that  the  word  cow  denotes  neither  the 
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•we  shall  prove  later  on.  Thus  tlien,  there  is  no  general  middle  term  which 
is  common  to  both  (of  us). 

101-105.    Nor  can  the  character  of  the  middle  term  belong  to  the  two 

particular  cognitions  (waking  and  dream  cognitions),  as   they   constitute 

.  respectively  the  Minor  term  and  the  Instance  of  your  syllogism ;  and 

because  the  former  is  incapable   of  syntactical  relation  (with   the  Minor 

term),  while  the  latter  cannot  in  any  way  belong  to  (or  qualify)  it. 

105-106.  Nor  can  the  "  cognition  "  devoid  of  its  object  be 'the  middle 
term  ;  as  it  has  been  already  explained  that  on  account  of  the  non-recogni- 
tion of  the  subject,  there  follows  the  fault  of  having  the  substratum 
undefined. 

106-107.  Thus  then  your  middle  term  too  comes  to  be  contradictory; 
and  the  Instance  becomes  devoid  of  the  predicate  of  the  conclusion — both 
of  these  (faults)  being  indicated  by  the  alternatives  that  were  brought 
forward  (above)  for  the  (avoidance  of  the  non-recognition  of  the 
predicate. 

107-109.  Even  in  dream- cognition  the  external  substratum  is  not 
altogether  absent.  In  all  cases  there  is  a  real  substratum,  though  (in 
dreams)  appearing  'under  diverse  conditions  of  place  and  time.  As  a 

class  nor  the  individual,  but  only  the  exclusion  of  all  that  is  not  cow.  All  this  will  be 
refuted  later  on.. 

104.105  The  two  particular  cognitions — waking  and  dream  cognitions — cannot  be 
accepted  as  the  middle  term ;  because  one  of  these  (waking  cognitions,  f.i.)  forms  the 
Minor  term  of  your  syllogism;  and  if  the  same  were  made  the  middle  term,  your 
Minor  Premiss  would  become  absurd ;  as  it  -would  be — "  waking  cog  nition  is  waking 
cognicion."    And  as  for  dream-cognition,  it  forms  the  corroborative   instance  of*  your 
syllogism,  and  does  not  belong  to  the  Minor  term ;  hence  even  in  this  case,  no  proper 
Minor  Premiss  would  be  possible. 

106.106  The  Banddha  urges  that  by  "cognition"  as  their  mindle  term,  they  mean 
"  cognition  pure  and  simple  independently  of  the  olject  cognised  ".     The  objection  to  this, 
however,  is  that  a  Minor  Premiss,  which  is  devoid  of  objective  reality,  cannot  lead  to 
any  correct  conclusron  ;    specially  as  in  such  cases  the  middle  term  becomes  devoid  of 
any  substratum;   and  as  such,  ib   becomes   amenable   to   the    same  faults  that  we 
have  urged  against  the  Minor  term  that  has  its  subject  undefined. 

106.107  "Above" — Vide   KIrika :     Nirdlambanata    Ceha    Sarvatha   Tadi   Sadhyate, 
$"c.,   fyc."  where  it  has   been   shown,   by  means  of  alternatives,   that  an  absolute 
absence  of  substratum  is  never  met  with  j  and  from  the  negation  of  such  absence  of 
substratum,  we  conclude  that  even  in  dream-cognition,  there   is   no  such  absence. 
Thus  then  your  Instance  (Dream- cognition)  becomes  devoid  of  the  predicate  of  your 
conclusion  (which  is  absence  of  substratum).    And  waking  cognitions  too,  being,  for 
the  same  reason,  not  without  real  substratum,  the  middle  term  becomes  contradictory 
to  the  conclusion  j  inasmuch   as    no  "cognition"  is  ever  found  to  be  without  a  real 
substratum. 

107.109  We  dream  only  of  such  external  objects  as  we  have  previonsly  perceived. 
The  only  difference  lies   in   the   disorder    of  the   time  and   place   of  the   perception. 
Hence  dreams   too   cannot  be   said   to   be   totally  devoid  of  real  substratum  in  the 
^external  world. 
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matter  of  fact  too,  what  is  comprehended  by  dream-coguition  is  (some 
real  external  object  that  has  been  perceived)  either  during  the  present 
life,  "or  in  some  past  life,  or  at  any  other  time,  and  which  comes  to  be 
cognised  in  dreams,  either  in  connection  with  the  same  time  and  place, 
or  nnder  different  circumstances* 

109-113.  The  cause  of  misconception  in  the  notion  of  the  "  fire-brand- 
circle"  is  the  fire-brand  whirled  with  extreme  rapidity; — in  that  of 
"  imaginary  cities,"  the  particular  shape  of  the  clouds,  as  also  some  precon- 
ceived houses,  &c. ; — in  that  of  the  "  Mirage,"  preconceived  water,  or  sand 
heated  by  and  reflecting  the  rays  of  the  sun.  And  of  the  notion  of  "  the 
hare's  horns"  the  cause  would  be  either  the  horn  of  other  animals,  or 
the  peculiar  character  of  the  hare  itself.  And  of  the  negation  of  the  hare's 
horns,  the  cause  is  the  baldness  of  its  head  (i.e.,  the  absence  of  protu- 
berances). Of  .the  notion  of  emptiness  in  the  object,  the  cause  is  (the  place) 
untouched  by  any  other  object.  And  in  the  case  of  improbable  utterances 
(such  as  "Hundreds  of  elephants  on  the  tip  of  one's  finger")  the  cause 
lies  in  the  objects  themselves  (as  under  the  influence  of  extreme  proximity 
giving  rise  to  such  misconceptions). 

113-114).  Even  such  objects  as  are  never  perceived  (such  as  the 
•  Sanihya  'Prakrit!'),  are  found  to  be  comprehended  by  cognitions;  and 
the  .origin  of  these  cognitions  lies  in  (its  constituent  elements)  the 
earth,  &c. 

114-115.  It  is  a  peculiarity  of  "Sense-perception"  alone  that  it 
comprehends  only  such'  objects  as  exist  at  the  present  time,  and  also  that 
it  functions  over  objects  in  contact  (with  the  senses) ;  such  restrictions  do 
not  apply  to  other  kinds  of  cognition  (Inference,  &c. ) 

115-116.  (If  you  ask)  "How  could  an  object,  not  existing,  bring 
about  a  cognition?" — (we  reply)  whence  do  you  conclude  the  incapacity 
of  non-existing  objects  to  produce  cognitions  ? 

116-117.  The  point  at  issue  between  us  rests  in  the  fact  of 
(cognitions  having)  external  substrata;  and  hence,  even  if  there  be  no 

109.115  The  external  cause  of  dreams  has  been  explained.  These  KarTkas  explnin 
the  external  causes  of  the  ordinary  misconceptions  of  the  senses.  And  ib  is  shown 
that  even  misconceptions  are  not  totally  devoid  of  external  realities,— to  say  nothing 
of  correct  Perceptions. 

11S.U  Ifc  is  only  the  elements— Earth,  Water,  &o.,— in  their  subtlest  forms,  that 
are  called  "  Prakrlti." 

114.15  The  notion  of  "  Prakrlti "  is  got  at  by  means  of  Inference,  wherein  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  conditions  specified  should  apply.  Hence  the  objection  based  upon 
the  imperceptible  character  of  Prakrlti  loses  its  force. 

116-16  That  which  does  not  exist  at  the  present  time  cannot  perform  any  action, 
&c. ;  bit  this  does  not  mean  that  it  cannot  bring  about  cognitions  j  as  we  have  cogni- 
tions of  many  past  and  future  objects. 

H6.n  Because  the  absence  of  proximity  does  not  imply  the  absence  of  the  exter- 
nal substratum  of  cognitions. 
18 
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proximity  of  the  object  (with  the  Sense-organ),  how  could  that  affect  crar 
theory  ? 

117-119.  Therefore  it  is  only  that  (cognition),  which  comprehends  an 
object  otherwise  than,  in  the  form  it  exists  in,  that  can  be  said  to  be 
"  devoid  of  substratum ;  "  and  that  Cognition  which  has  *  negation*  for  its 
object  is,  in  fact,  one  that  has  a  real  substratum ;  because  this  4  negation' 
too  is  not  an  independent  entity  by  itself";  for  it  is  not  so  comprehended. 
For  you,  however,  both  of  these  ('  absence  of  substratum '  and  *  negation 
as  the  substratum ')  together  with  their  causes,  can  never  be  ascertained. 

119-20.  And  like  the  discrepancies  of  your  conclusion,  the  contra- 
dictory character  of  your  middle  term  too  would  be  chargeable  (to  your 
argument) ; — inasmuch  as  it  leads  to  the  subversion  of  the  forms  of  the 
predicate,  subject,  &c. — taken  severally  as  well  as  collectively  (in  the 
premises). 

120-21.  The  discrepancies  of  the  instance  too  become  chargeable  to 
you  ;  inasmuch  as  in  any  single  object,  it  is  not  possible  to  have  the  con- 
ception of  parts  of  the  major  term  and  the  middle  term,  and  also  that  of 
invariable  concomitance  (of  these  two). 

121-22.  Some  people  urge  against  you  the  objection  that  in  your 
argument  you  do  not  mention  any  instance  of  dissimilarity.  If  you  urge 
that  "it  is  not  mentioned  because  there  is  no  such  instance";  then 
(they  would  reply)  you  have  not  got  here  the  opportunity  (for  making 
such  an  assertion,  as)  such  an  assertion  could  only  be  made  in  the  case  of 
the  conclusion  being  an  affirmative  one. 

I  IT- 19  By  "  cognition  without  a  substratum  n  is  meant  a  wrong  cognition  or  miscon- 
ception,— and  not  one  that  cognises  itself.  And  the  notion — "  this  is  not  a  jar " — has 
also  a  real  substratum  j  inasmuch  as  this  negative  conception  is  nothing  more  than 
a  positive  cognition,  having  for  its  object,  the  absence  of  the  properties  of  the  Jar 
in  the  particular  object.  For  the  Bauddha,  on  the  other  hand,  there  can  be  no  cogni- 
tion devoid  of  real  substratum ;  because  the  cognition,  according  to  them,  cognises 
itself. 

119.20  Yonr  conclusion  has-  been  pointed  out  to  be  such  as  has  its  subject  not 
known,  &c.,  &o.  In  the  same  manner,  we  are  going  to  show  that  your  middle  term  is 
contradictory.  Your  middle  term  would  prove  the  falsity  of  all  cognitions;  and  aa 
such,  it  would  also  prove  the  falsity  of  the  cognitions  the  Subject  and  Predicate  of 
your  conclusion  3  and  as  such  it  would  establish  the  contradictories  of  your  con- 
clusion. 

180.81  The  Instance,  "  Dream- Cognition/1  is  such  as  is  devoid  of  your  Major  term, 
**  Absence  of  substratum  "5  it  is  also  devoid  of  the  middle  term,  "  the  character  of 
cognition  "  ;  it  is  devoid  of  the  combination  of  these  two  ;  and  lastly  it  is  also  devoid 
of  the  concomitance  of  these.  "  In  a  single  object,  £c.  "—i.e.,  in  cognition,  taken  by 
itself,  independently  of  any  substratum. 

181.8*  "Instance  of  Dissimilarity"  :  /.t.,  'where  there  is  no  absence  of  substratum, 
there  is  no  cognition.'  "It  is  not  mentioned,  fe." :  The  sense  of  this  is  that  when 
the  conclusion  is  an  affirmative  one,  its  negation  is  its  contradictory;  and  when  it  is 
a  negative  one,  then,  its  negation  belig  a  non-entity,  the  middle  term  could  not 
apply  to  it.  Hence  it  is  not  necessary  to  an  instance  of  dissimilarity,  in  the  case 
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123-24?.  The  citation  (of  the  instance  of  dissimilarity)  is  possible, 
even  in  the  case  of  the  contradictory  (of  the  major  term)  being  a  nega- 
tive one  5 — e.#0  "  that  which  is  not  transient  is  not  an  effect,  as  '  Sky- 
flowers,'  <fcc.,"  an  assertion  which  is  quite  reasonable. 

124-25.  In  the  case  of  your  argument,  however,  we  have  a  negative 
major  tenn  (or  conclusion)  ("  devoid  of  substratum  ")  ;  and  hence  its  con- 
tradictory (presence  of  substratum)  is  positive ;  and  as  such  it  is  necessary 
that  the  contradictory  of  your  major  term  should  have  been  supported  by 
an  Instance* 

125-26.  And  if  you  were  to  mention  any  such,  the  double  negation 
would  signify  only  an  affirmation ;  and  no  affirmation  could  be  made  if 
the  object  were  non-existing. 

126-27.  Under  the  circumstances,  in  the  case  of  the  negation  of  the 
omniscience  (of  Buddha)  we  would  have  the  following  form  of  reasoning : 
"  There  is  an  incapability  of  His  sense-perception,  &c.,  (to  apply  to  all 
things),  like  oar  own  (sense-perception,  <fcc.)»" 

of  our  argument.  The  meaning  of  the  Author  is  that  the  Baitddhaa  do  not  mate 
tins  assertion  with  reference  to  the  argument  in  question ;  because  for  them  there  is 
no  case  of  affirmative  sense-perception ;  as  according  to  them,  there  can  be  no  joint 
cognition  of  the  middle  term  accompanied  by  the  major  term  (i «.,  of  the  major 
premiss).  It  is  for  this  reason,  that  they  always  base  the  applicability  of  their 
middle  term  upon  its  capacity  to  preclude  the  contradictory  of  the  conclusion ;  con- 
sequently, in  the  absence  of  an  Instance  of  Dissimilarity,  there  can  be  no  preclu- 
sion of  the  said  contradictory ;  therefore,  in  the  Bauddha  theory,  it  is  always  neces- 
sary to  cite  Instances  of  Dissimilarity.  Their  Major  term — "  absence  of  substratum" 
— however,  is  a  negative  one  j  and  hence  ifcs  contradictory  cannot  but  be  positive — 
"  a  real  substratum  "  ;  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  mid  die  term  should  reside  iu  this 
latter,  positive  entity :  so  iu  order  to  deny  this  possibility,  it  was  necessary  to  cite 
au  Instance  of  Dissimilarity. 

m.24  Even  in  the  case  of  an  affirmative  conclusion,  as  a,  matter  of  fact,  the 
citing  of  an,  instance  of  dissimilarity  is  not  necessary;  but  such  citing  is  not  impossible ; 
because  even  when  the  contradictory  is  a  negation  one,  such  instances  are  always 
possible  ,*  hence  those  that  are  clever  at  inferential  reasonings  must  always  be  able  to 
cite  such  instances,  the  omission  of  which  would  be  a  serious  mistake.  An  example 
of  such  an  Instance  is  given :  In  the  argument,  "  sound  is  transient,  because  it  is 
caused/*  we  can  cite  an  instance  of  dissimilarity,  such  as  "  that  which  is  not  transient 
is  not  caused,  as  Sky -flowers" 

MM  If  you  were  to  cite  such  an  instance,  it  could  be  only  in  the  form — "  That 
which  is  not  devoid  of  substratum  is  not  a  Cognition,"  and  the  double  negation — "  that 
which  is  not  devoid  of  " — would  mean  "  that  which  is  endowed  with  5  *'  and  this  affir- 
mation could  not  be  made,  if  there  were  no  real  substratum. 

186.87  The  Bauddba  would  retort  that  these  discrepancies  could  be  charged  against 
all  negative  arguments, — even  to  that  argument  by  which  you  seek  to  deny  the  omni- 
science of  Buddha.  In  order  to  avoid  this  charge,  the  Author  says  that  the  form  of  our 
argument  against  such  omniscience  would  be  this :  "  Buddha's  perception  cannot 
apply  to  such  objects  as  exist  in  the  future  &c., — because  it  is  sense-perception, — like 
our  ordinary  sense-perception, — /,*.,  words";  and  thus  we  sail  clear  of  the  above 
charges ;  as  the,  citation  of  the  Instance  of  Dissimilarity — "  That  which  comprehends, 
Ac.  **—  is  quite  correct. 
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127-28,  In  a  case  where  no  contradictory  (of  the  major  term)  is 
possible,  other  theorists  declare  that  this  (non-citation  of  the  instance  of 
dissimilarity)  is  no  fault;  inasmuch  as  even  without  such  citation  the 
reasoning  is  conclusive. 

128-29.  Then  again,  ifc  is  only  those  who  admit  of  real  means  (of 
argument)  that  can  engage  in  a  discussion  ;  and  the  9un7avadi  is  not 
entitled  (to  any  discussion),  because  he  accepts  no  means  to  be  real. 

129-30.  (Obj,)«  "But  all  the  arguments  that  we  have  brought  for- 
ward are  such  as  are  accepted  by  you  (to  be  real,  though  not  by  us)  ; 
and  as  such,  wherefore  should  you  have  brought  forward  so  many  objec- 
tions—by means  of  alternatives—,  in  order  to  invalidate  the  argument 
as  such  ?  " 

130-31,  You  who  are  versed  in  logical  rules  —  why  should  you  argue 
thus,  with  a  view  to  deceive  us,  as  it  were  ?  Have  you  not  heard  that  an 
argument  (to  be  effective)  must  be  such  as  is  accepted  by  both  parties  ? 

131-33.  In  the  case  of  an  argument  which  is  not  accepted  by  your 
opponent,  and  which  is  brought  forward  as  recognised  by  yourself  alone  _ 
you  have  a  remedy  at  hand  j  but  in  the  case  of  an  argument  which  (as 
you  say)  is  not  recognised  by  yourself,  what  procedure  can  you  adopt? 
Because  if  you  were  to  establish  (such  an  argument)  you  would  be  con- 
tradicting your  own  previous  convictions  (such  as  the  denial  of  the  truth. 
of  the  original  argument)  ;  while  if  you  left  it  un-established,  your  oppo- 
nent could  not  be  convinced  of  the  truth  of  your  conclusions. 

133-34  (ObjO-  "That  which  is  not  recognised  by  the  opponent 
can  never  convince  him;  and  hence  it  is  only  reasonable  that  the  real 
character  of  an  argument  should  not  belong  to  such.  But  that  which  is 


Having  erponnded  the  view  of  "some  people",  the  Author  propounds 
another  theory  :  Phe  Instance  of  Dissimilarity  ia  cited  only  with  a  view  to  avoid  the 
chance  of  the  middle  term  being  either  too  ^0ide  or  too  narrow,  and  therehy  makin- 
the  reasoning  inconclusive.  In  cases,  however,  where  the  contradictory  of  the 
Major  term  does  not  exist,  there  is  no  chance  of  such  a  contingency  ;  and  hence  there 
is  no  necessity  for  cifciug  the  said  Instance.  Bnfc  hy  this  we  do  not  admit  your  argu- 
ment as  conclusive-,  in  face  of  the  numerous  objections  urged  above 

138.S9  Only  those  who  accept  the  various  factors  of  an  argument  to  be  real 
can  carry  on  any  discussion.  The  <?unyavadi  denies  the  reality  of  all  these  factors  ' 
and  as  such,  he  cannot  be  admitted  into  the  discussion 

1W  JO  The  gunyavadi  says  :  «  Though  we  do  not  accept  the  reality  of  any  factor 
of,  the  argument,  yet  we  bring  forward  arguments,  in  order  to  convince  you  of  the 
truth  of  our  theory  j  and  as  theso  arguments  are  in  due  accordance  with  your  own 
tenets,  it  is  not  proper  for  you  to  attempt  to  invalidate  itj  as  by  invalidating  my 
argument,  yon  will  be  only  invalidating  your  own  tenets,  upon  which  my  arguments 
are  all  based."  ° 

130.31  «  Have  you  not,  pc.  »~As  tanght  by  your  own  teacher  Dinnaga. 

131-33  If  an  argument  is  accepted  by  yon,  and  not  by  your  opponent,  then  what 
you  have  to  do  is  to  bring  forward  other  arguments  in  support  of  your  original  argu- 
ment, and  thereby  convince  your  adversary.  But  there  is  no  course  open  to  you,  if 
you  do  not  accept,  as  «?«/,  tlio  argument  that  you  yourself  bring  forward. 
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not  recognised  by  myself — what  can  that  matter?  The  fact  of  the 
necessity  of  the  middle  term  being  such  as  is  recognised  by  both 
parties  is  not  mentioned  with  a  view  to  any  transcendental  result,  (that 
we  shall  accept  it  upou  any  verbal  authority)*  Any  person  would  become 
convinced  of  a  fact  only  through  reasoning  recognised  by  himself. 

135-36.  "  If  you  urge — *  flow  can  you  assert  what  you  do  not  recog- 
nise ?  ' — (we  reply)  what  is  even  that  to  you  ?  I  may  assert  the  conclu- 
sion or  the  argument  either  recognised  or  not  recognised  by  me  j  do  you 
not  come  to  ascertain  it  (through  my  argument)  to  be  true  ?  " 

137.  "  It  is  where  the  conclusion   (a  certain  notion)   depends   solely 
upon  a  person  (his  utterance),  that  the  question  is  raised — '  whence  did 
this  man  know  it  ?  '  Such  a  question,  however,  does  not  arise  in  the  present 
case  (which  is  one  of  inferential  argument)". 

138.  "  Por  if  it  were  so   (and  the   conclusion    depended   upon   my 
assertion)   in  the  present  case,  then  the  mere  assertion  of  the  conclusion 
would  lead  to  your  conviction,  solely  throngh  the  non-recognition  of  any 
'discrepancy  (in  my  argument).  *' 

139.  "  But  because  this   (conclusion)  stands  in  need   of  argumenta- 
tive reasoning,  therefore  it  is  to  this  (reasoning)  that  anthoritativeness 
belongs,  and  the  use  of  the  verbal  utterance  lies  only^  in  the  recalling  of 
the  reasoning  to  the  mind  (of  the  questioner)/* 

140.  "  Therefore  jusfc  as  one  who  would  be  convinced  of  the  con- 
clusion only  through    a  recognition  of    tie  middle  term    as  concomitant 
with  the  major  term  (t.e.,  of  the  major  premiss),  does  not  stand  in  need  of 
(knowing  the  character  of)  the  speaker,  so  would  you  also  be  convinced 
of  our  conclusion  without  wanting  to  know  what  we  ourselves  believe." 

141.  "  In  the  case  of  such  cognitions  of  yours,  as  Sense-perception, 
&c., — is  there,  in  the  case  of  these,any  reasoning  or  conclusion  that  is  recog- 
nised by  us,— that  you  should  persist  upon  such  "(being  accepted  by  me) 
in  the  case  of  my  present  (inferential  argument)  P  " 

142.  "For    these  reasons,  it  is  not  befitting  of  learned  people  to 
assert  in  reply  that  '  since  the  reasoning  is  not   recognised   by  yourself, 
therefore  it  cannot  convince  me.  *  " 

143.  (Rep.).    All  this  would  have  been  quite  true,  if  the  only  result 
(sought  after  by  your  reasoning)  were  my  conviction  alone  ;  in  that  case 
the  reasoning  would  be  enough  for  me,  even  if  it  were  not  recognised  by  you. 

144.  Bat  when  the  case  is  such  that  you,  holding  that  the  idea  alone 
is  a  real  entity,  are  asked  by  one — "  what  are  your  reasons  ?  " — then  it 
is  not  possible  (that  you.  should  say  somethmg  which  you  yourself  do 
not  recognise). 

145.  And   certainly  you   could   not   have   been   convinced   of   your 
theory,  through  any  reasonings,  that  are  not  accepted  by  you,  but  "by  me. 

140.     And  no  argument  is  brought  forward  against  a  questioner  save 
that  which  states  the  grounds  of  the  speaker's  own  conviction. 

147-48.    And  again,  how  do  you  know  that  such  and  such  an  argument 


is  recognised  by  us  ?  How  could  there  be  any  desire  on  your  part,  for 
asserting  (an  argument),  when  you.  do  not  recognise  the  meaning  (of 
the  argument)  which  you  knowingly  bring  forward  for  me,  when  I 
present  myself  only  as  an  enquirer  (and  not  as  your  opponent)  ?  It 
was  with  a  full  recognisance  of  this  fact  that  your  teachers  asserted  the 
necessity  of  the  reasoning  being  accepted  by  both  parties. 

149.  Hence,  just  as  by  means  of  your  argument  you  seek  to  instil 
into  me  a  recognition  of  your  conclusion,  so  by  means  of  objections  to  your 
argument,  I  shall  seek  to  instil  into  you  the  non-acceptance  or  negation 
(thereof). 

150-52.  Just  as  you,  having  asserted  a  conclusion,  and  not  recognis- 
ing any  argument  in  support  of  that  conclusion,  become  deprived  of 
any  conviction  (with  regard  to  such  a  conclusion) ;  so  would  also  your 
questioner,  desiring  to  understand  such  a  conclusion,  and  then  becoming 
conscious  of  the  discrepancies  of  the  reasoning  (in  favour  of  such  a  conclu- 
elusion),  fail  to  be  convinced  of  the  correctness  of  that  conclusion ;  and  if 
he  knows  the  reasoning  to  be  true,  then  the  reality  of  the  reasoning  being 
firmly  established,  your  conclusion  itself  becomes  impossible ;  and  so  he 
naturally  does  not  become  convinced  of  its  truth. 

153*  Therefore  you  should  entertain  no  such  hope  as  that e  even  when 
the  reasoning  is  asserted  by  me  unknowingly  (i.e.,  when  not  recognised 
by  me  as  such),  the  other  party  would  become  convinced  of  the  correct- 
ness of  my  conclusion  by  the  direct  acceptance  of  my  argument. ' 

154.  The  contradiction  between  your  reasoning  (the  major  premiss) 
and  the  conclusion  is  clear,  as  declared  by  Gautama.     And  it  was  without 
a  recognition  of  this  fact  that  others  (the  Bauddhas)  declared  such  con- 
tradiction  to  be  no  fault. 

155.  (Obj.).     "  But  it  is  just  possible  that  I  may  have  been  previously 
convinced  of  the  conclusion  by  means  of  reasonings  recognised  by  ordinary 
people;  though  this  (reasoning)  may  have  no  existence  in  reality." 

156.  (Rep,).     That  which  is  now  known  to  be  non-existent  in  realtty<- 
how  could  that  have  been  a  reality  before  ?  And  if  it  was  not  a  reality 
how  could  it  have  been  accep  ed  as  sound  reasoning  P 

157-58.  If  it  is  a  correct  reasoning,  it  could  not  but  have  a  rec 
existence.  Because  no  reality  can  be  proved  by  an  unreality  ;  for  we  hav 
never  known  such  notions  as.  that  of  the  "  hare's  horns  "  to  lead  to  an 
correct  notion ;  and  the  notion  of  the  existence  of  fire,  based  upon  the  id* 
of  the  existence  of  fog  (which  is  not  smoke),  cannot  but  be  false. 

159.  Therefore  your  idea  qf  reality,  originating  in  an  untrue  reaso 
ing,  cannot  but  be  unreal ;  because  nothing  real  can  be  indicated  by  th 
which  is  itself  false. 

160.  The  different    marks,  &c.,— which  are  taken  to  indicate  t! 

1KU8  Since  ycrat  conclusion  denies  the  reality  of  the  substratum  of  all  cog 
tions,  therefore  an  establishment  of  the  reality  of  the  object  of  your  premisses  r< 
clers  your  own  conclusion  impossible. 
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alphabetical  letters,—these,  too,  in  their  own  forms   (of  marks)  are  not 
devoid  of  reality. 

161.  If  you  urge  that  these  (marks)  are  not  real  as  letters, — (we  reply 
that)  such  is  the  case  with  all  entities :  nothing  is  accepted  to  be  real 
in  the  form  of  something  else. 

162.  When  the  natural  form  of  the  object  itself  is  manifest,  then  the 
form  appears  as  such  (and  hence  is  real) ;  when,  howeTer,  such  form  of  the 
object  is  not  ascertained,  then  it  is  neither  real  nor  unreal. 

163.  Tour  reasoning,  #c.,— (ie.,  the  middle  term  and  the  major  term  )— 
however  are  unreal  in  their  own  forms;  therefore  their  agency  (towards 
producing  notions)  is  similar  to  that  of  the/*?  (producing  an  idea  of  fire), 
and  not  to  that  of  letter-marks. 

164.  (Obi).    "  The  form  of  the  means  has,  for  us,  only  the  character 
of  a  'Samvriti'   (falsity)  ;  and  in  that  form  they  are  accepted  to  be  real  ; 
and  thus  how  can  they  be  said  to  be  false  in  their  natural  forms  ? 

165.  (Rep.).    The  character  of  *  Samyriti '  exists  only  in  word,-and 
as  such  it  can  never  be  the  cause  of  true  reality. 

166.  You  hare  got  no  ground  for  distinguishing  between  true  and 
ordinary  worldly  « reality  >;  and  as  such  how  could  true >reaUty  belong ;to 
a  thing  which  is  amenable  to  worldly  means  (i.e.,  that  whereto  you  attri- 
bute the  character  of  *  Samvriti')  ? 

16768  (Obi)  "  But  even  in  the  absence  of  the  external  object, 
only  by  means,  of '  the  'Idea'  in  the  mind,  would  (all  worldly  activity) 
be  accomplished,~through  the  differentiations  of  specifications  based  upon 
'  Impressions'  and  'Words'.  The  followers  of  the  Nyaya  too  have  de- 
clared that  '  it  is  only  when  the  predicate,  &c.  (of  the  propositions  forming 
an  argument)  have  become  the  objects  of  *  Idea ',  that  all  f  auctioning  of 
inference  and  the  rest  become  accomplished,— and  not  when  these  (predi- 
cate, &c. )  exist  in  the  external  world.'  " 

169.  (Rep.).    True,  there  is  such  an  assertion  of  theirs ;  but  just  ex- 
amine it  for  a  moment— how  could  there  be  any  differentiation  of  that  which 
is  a  nonentity,  through  any  representation  either  in  Idea  or  in  Words  ? 

170.  And  again,  how  could  there  be  any  specification  of  Words  or 
Idea,  with  regard  to  that  which  has  no  real  existence  ?     Even  specifica- 
tion by  word  there  can  be  none,  because  you  deny  (the  reality  of)  the 

word  itself. 

171-72.     A.nd  if    even  such  specifications  as  do  not  exist,  and  are 

WI.«8  Inference,  Analogy,  &c.,  could  be  explained  as  based  upon  the  ideas  of  the 
subjects  and  predicates  of  the  constituent  propositions ;  and  these  ideas  do  not  stand 
in  need  of  the  external  reality  of  objects.  Through  differences  in  Impressions  and 
Words  we  could  have  the  differentiations  into  the  false  and  the  real  factors  of  an 
argument,  Ac.,  &c.  "  Followers  of  Nyaya, "  i  e.,  Dinnaga  and  others. 

W9  "  Hare's  horns  "  can  have  no  differentiation,  based  upon  any  specification  of 
either  words  or  ideas. 

111-13  If  mere  existence  in  idea  were  the  sole  test  of  the  reality  of  a  proposition, 
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only  brought  about  by  an  Idea  (i.e.,  have  no  existence  save  in  Idea),  were 
to  bring  about  the  action  of  the  major,  middle  and  minor  terms ; — then, 
even  with  regard  to  your  argument,  all  the  faults  that  we  urge  against 
it  may  be  such  as  have  real  corresponding  ideas,  —and  as  such  your  arga- 
ment  would  become  subject  to  all  these  faults. 

173.  The  mystic  incantation  that  you  have  urged,— viz.,  'that 
Inference,  <fcc.,  are  accomplished  only  when  the  subject,  <fec.,  have  appeared 
in  idea,  and  that  there  is  no  need  of  any  external  object, ' — would  also  apply 
to  the  fallaciousness,  &c.  (of  your  argument),  urged  by  me. 

174-75.    For  you,  who  base  all  usage  upon  representations  in  Idea, 

the  objections  nrged  by  us  would  also  have  to  be  accepted  as  established ; 

»  but  not  so  the  argument  brought  forward  by  you.     Because  we  base  all- 

•a'sage  upon  external  objects  ;  and  as  such,  for  us,  even  when  the  Idea  has 

appeared,  we  cannot  in  any  way  have  any  usage  devoid  of  the  external  object. 

176.  (Obj.).     "  But  just  as  we  do  not  accept  the  reality  of  the  rea- 
soning, so  we  would  not  accept  the  objections  (against  it)  ;  and  hence,  in 
the  absence  of  any  objections,  my  argument  remains  unsallied." 

177.  (Rep.).     Then  in  that  case  there  is  no  need  of  objections, — when 
by  the  mere  denial  of  (the  truth  of)  your  reasoning,  you  have  accepted  the 
non-conclasiveness  of  your  argument,  which  is  all  that  we  seek  to  prove. 

178-79.  Again,  there  can  be  no  specification  by  the  Vasana  (Impres- 
sion or  Tendency),  because  of  the  impossibility  of  any  cause  (for  such  speci- 
fication), for  you.  If  you  urge  that  'the  difference  of  Idea  (or  Cognition) 
would  be  the  cause' — then,  whence  the  difference  of  this  (Idea)?  If 
it  be  urged  that  this  latter  is  based  nporv  the  difference  of  Yasana,  then 
you  land  upon  •  Reciprocity/  And  of  the  pure  form  of  Idea,  by  itself, 
you  can  have  no  differentiation. 

180-fiL    And  further  there  is  no  evidence  either  for  the  existence  of 

then,  inasmuch  as  we-  have  very  distinct  ideas  of  the  discrepancies  in  your  arguments, 
you.  cannot  deny  the  reality  of  these  discrepancies. 

17&.  You  base  usage  upon  mere  Idea;  hence  you  cannot  very  well  deny  the 
objections  we  have  urged  against  yen.  We,  on  the  other  hand,  hold  to  the  necessity 
of  a  real  substratum  for  the  Idea;  and  hence  your  argument  cannot  fee  binding  upon 
us,  as  it  is  devoid  of  a  real  substratum  in  the  external  world. 

118,79.    With  this  Commences  the  refutation  of  the  Bauddha  theory  of  "  Vaaana." 

113.1$.  "  J.?i<j  of  the  pure,  jrc" — This  anticipates  the  theory  that  the  Idea  being 
self-differentiatedj  there  is  no  Reciprocity. 

180.81.  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  the  said  Reciprocity  being  eternnl 
like  the  relation  between  the  seed  and  the  sprout,  cannot  be  faulty,  The  sense  of  the 
reply  is  that  the  fact  of  the  mutual  dependence  of  the  seed  and  the  sprout  is  "well 
known ;  and  as  such  the  mutual  dependence  in  this  case  is  considered  to  be  fanltj 
whereas  in  the  case  of  the  Bauddha  "  Vasana,'1  there  is  no  such  testimony  of  genera 
acceptance.  Even  if  the  existence  of  the  Impressions  be  granted,  these  could  onlj 
tend  to  recall  preconceived  perceptions,  and  would,  in  BO  case,  be  able  to  bring  abou 
the  objects  of  perception*  such  as  Red,  Blue,  $*c.  "Because,  fire. "—Impressions  lef 
the  miiul  by  past  cognitions,  tend  to  bring  about  a  remembrance  thereof. 
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tne  VasanS,  or  for  the  differentiation,  (thereof) ;  (and  even  granting  its 
existence)  tke  Vasana  would  only  bring  about  the  differentiation  of  the 
<;  Apprehender"  (the  Idea  or  Cognition) ;  and  then,  by  what  would  the 
differentiation  of  the  "Apprehended"  (object  of  perception)  be  brought 
about  ?.  Because  appearing  in  consciousness  alone  the  Vasana  could  only 
bring  about  a  remembrance. 

181-82.  (1)  Ideas  being  momentary  (transient),  and  (2)  their  des- 
truction being  total  (lit.  without  leaving  behind,  its  least  trace),  and  (3) 
there  being  no  association  of  the  impressed  and  the  impresser  (i.e.,  since 
the  two  do  not  in  any  case  appear  together), — there  can  be  no  Vasana. 

182-88.  And  again,  the  next  moment  having  not  yet  appeared,  cannot 
be  impressed  by  the  foregoing  moment;  and  the  following  moment  having 
been  destroyed  (as  soon  as  it  appears),  there  can  be  no  impression, 
thereby,  of  the  foregoing-;  and  even  if  the  two  moments  appeared  to- 
gether, they  could  have  no  relation  (between  them)  ;  and  hence  there  caa 
be  no  *  Vasana  or  Impression.1 

184-85.  Both  (the  preceding  and  the  following  moments)  "being 
momentary,  they  cannot  operate  upon  one  another :  how  can  that  which  is 
in  the  course  of  destruction  be  impressed  by  another  which  too  is  under- 
going destruction  ?  It  is  only  the  permanent  entities  (i.e.,  those  that  last 
for  some  moments)  that  can  be  impressed  upon  by  other  entities,  which 
are  also  permanent. 

185-86.  (Obj,)*  "  If  the  subsequent  cognition,  which  is  permanent, 
did  not  differ  from  the  preceding  one,  then  there  could  be  no  Vasana ; 

WLW,  By "  moment "  here  ia  meant  the  cognition  appearing  at  the  moment. 
The  Bauddhas  hold  all  cognition  to  be  momentary,  being  destroyed  as  soon  as  pro- 
duced ;  and  hence,  according  to  them,  no  two  cognitions  can  exist  at  the  same  time ; 
and  consequently  one  cannot  impress  the  other*  This  explains  the  third  reason  for  the 
denial  of  Vasana. 

184.86.  «  Being  momentary,  frc.  "—This  explains  the  first  reason  for  denying  Vasana. 
WB  is  only,  fa." — explains  tke  second  reason  for  denying  Vasana  5  that  which  is 
totally  destroyed  cannot  be  impressed  upon ;  nor  can  any  impressions  be  produced  by 
that  which  has  itself  been  totally  destroyed. 

185.86.  "  YOU  have  urged  that  permanent  entities  are  impressed  upon  by  others. 
But  this  is  wrong ;  because  that  which  is  permanent  must  be  accepted  as  having  the  same 
form  at  all  times,  past,  present  and  future  j  and  hence  the  form  of  the  cognition  that 
appeared  before  would  be  identical  with  that  which  would  appear  subsequently ;  and 
thus  on  account  of  this  identity,  there  could  be  no  impression.  While  if  cognitions 
are  held  to  be  unctergoing  momentary  changes,  then,  the  time  of  the  subsequent 
cognition  being  different  from  that  of  the  previous  one,  and  yet  there  being  a  similarity 
between  the  two  cognitions,  we  could  have  a  Vasana,  which  would  solely  consist  in  the 
fact  of  the  subsequent  Idea  appearing  in  the  form  of  the  previous  Idea.  Therefore  it  is  only 
when  the  previous  cognition  impresses  its  form  upon  the  subsequent  cognition,  that 
the  former  is  said  to  impress  the  latter ;  and  as  such,  there  is  no  need  of  any  operation, 
which  would  not  be  possible  in  the  momentary  cognitions.  And  further,  the  relation 
subsisting  between  the  two  would.be  that  of  the  cause  and  effect  j  and  thus  all  your 
objections  against  our  Vasana  fall  to  the  ground." 


because  of  (he  absence  of  any  difference  between  the  two.  When  howeta* 
fheM  are  transient,  then  there  can  be  a  VSsana,  based  nuon  timilant'o 
and  difference  (between  the  two  cognitions)." 

187-88.  (Eeply).  Bnt  for  you,  -who  accept  the  momentary  charactef 
of  coenitions,  there  can  be  no  such  similarity.  And  again,  the  preceding 
cognition  can  bring  abont  no  effect,  until  it  has  itself  appeared  5  nor  (can 
it  bring  about  effects)  trhen  it  has  (itself)  been  destroyed ;  and  in  its  accbm- 
Dlished  state,  it  has  no  continuance  even  for  one  moment.  Therefore 
(according  to  you)  the  cognition  being  destroyed  as  soon  as  produced, 
there  can  be  no  moment  which  would  allow  for  its  bringing  about  ite 

*  e°189  90  Then  again,  since  the  cognition  is  destroyed  totally  (without 
leaving  any  trace  behind),  whence  can  there  be  aby  such  similarity •?  As, 
in  the  subsequent  cognition,  there  exists  no  such  property  as  belonged  to  the 
preceding  cognition;  and  bailing  the  sameness  of  propels,  no  other 
'  similarity '  is  possible.  . 

190-91  And  if  the  Vasana  were  due  solely  to  uimilanty,  then 
in  the  case  of  an  idea  of  the  Elephant  following  upon  that  of  tie 
Cow  there  could  be  no  VasanS,  because  the  two  are  entarely  different. 
And'then  (there  being  no  Vasana  in  keeping  with  the  idea  of  the  cow) 
after  that,  there  would  never  be  any  idea  of  the  cow,  because  of  the 
absence  of  its  cause  (which  you  hold  to  be  none  other  than  the  afore*** 
Vasana).  And,  in  fact,  no  other  idea  would  proceed  from  another  which 

is  dissimilar  to  it. 

192-93  And  again,  tnere  being  an  absence  of  all  nelp  from  anj 
external  object,  and  lience  not  being  influenced  by  any  extraneous  citcum- 
Stances,  and  having  the  peculiarity  of  Mag  totally  destroyed,-^ 
could  the  Impressions  (VtouM)  bring  about  any  effects  in  anything  like 
a  serial  order  ? 

181W,    There* ore  ycnr  assertion,- that  "  the  relation  of  catiae  and  effect  anbsisfc 

between  the  two  Ideas  " — is  wrong. 

189.W.    If  the  property  of  the  previous. cognition  persist  in  the  subsequent  oogui 
tion,  the  former  cauno    ~  said  to  have  been  destroyed  totally.  ^ 

m  w     In  our  case,  as  we  admit  of  external  objects,  the  Impressions  are  hel 

to  reside*  in  the  soul,  which  is  permanent;  and  hence  whenever  one  object  is  found  t 

be  similar  to  another  perceived  before,  this  similarity  serves  to  rouse  the  dormar 

;1- impression  into  activity,  and  it  brings  about  its  effect;  and _ this  effect  we  ho 

to  be  nothing  else,   itve  the   remembrance   of  the  object.     Bat,  m  the  case  of  tl 

Bauddbas,  as  they  admit  of  the  existence  of  nothing  but  Ideas,  their  Impressions-  cai 

ot  have  any  aids,  on  which  would  depend  their  activity,  or  in  the  absence  of  whi< 

thev  conld  not  operate.    Hence  their  theory  will  be  open  to  the  absurdity  of  alt  « 

impres8ions,-~all  equally  independent  of  external  aids -functioning  at  one  and  tl 

•ame  time  •  and  there  would  be  no  order  in  our  cognitions  ;  and  at  one  stroke,  we  won 

come  to  have  Universal  Consciousness.    But  this  too  would  disappear,  the  very  ne 

moment,  leaving  us  devoid  of  all  cogniti&ns,  which  you  hold  to  disappear  BO  complete 

ac  not  to  leave  any  trace  behind  them. 
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193-95.  It  Is  only  on  the  destruction  of  the  cause — and  not  other- 
wise— that  the  effect  is  held  (by  you)  to  appear.  And  hence  the  destruc- 
tion of  a  single  Idea  would  bring  about  the  destruction  of  all  impressions 
(based  thereupon).  And  then,  the  Universal  Idea,  that  had  been  brought 
about  by  all  these  (Impressions),  would  all  in.  a  single  moment,  dis- 
appear. 

195-96.  If  even  on  the  destruction  of  the  substratum  (Idea),  you. 
hold  its  potentiality  (in  the  shape  of  Impressions)  to  subsist,  then  its  mo- 
mentary character  disappears ;  and  there  would  be  no  bringing  about  of 
the  effect  consequent  upon  such  character, 

196-97.  If  again  you  hold  the  flow  of  Impressions  to  be  like  the  flow 
of  Ideas  (t.e.,  uninterrupted  and  continuous), — then  (both  being  indepen- 
dent) no  Impressions  could  be  produced  from  Ideas  j  nor  would  any  Ideas 
be  brought  about  by  Impressions. 

197-98.  In  that  case  each  (Idea  and  Impression)- would  bring  about 
effects  similar  to  itself ;  and  one  could  not  bring  about  tlie  other.  Nor  is 
there  (in  your  doctrine)  any  such  peculiar  cause  (besides  these  two)  as 
would  lead  to  the  production  of  dissimilar  effects. 

J 98-99,  Therefore  this  (your)  "  Impression  "  must  have  been  assumed 
only  as  a  "  false  reality  "  (samvriti-satya),  and  nofc  as  a  true  reality.  But 
then,  no  effect  can  ever  be  produced  by  such  (false)  entities. 

199-200.  He,  for  whom  there  is  a  permanent  comprehender  (in  the 
shape  of  the  "Soul"),  can  quite  reasonably  have  this  Soul  as  the  sub- 
stratum'of  Impressions — this  (the  Soul)  becoming  so  through  repeated 
cognitions.  Or  this  (Soul)  itself  may  be  said  to  be  the  "Impression"  itself. 

200-201.    In  a  case  where  the  Laksha  water  is  .-sprinkled  on   the 

193.95.  «  Would  'bring  about,  frc.  "—because  you  accept  ne  other  cause  of  the 
Impressions,  besides  Ideas. 

1%.96.  «<  There  would  6e,  <J"c." — because  you  hold  that  the  effect  is  produced,  only 
upon  the  destruction  of  the  Cause  j  and  in  the  present  case,  youf  cause,  the  particular 
Idea,  is  held  to  peraist ;  and  hence  there  could  not  appear  any  effects,  in,  the  shape  of 
Impressions. 

197.98.  Ideas  would  produce  Ideas,  and  Impressions  would  produce  Impressions  : 
*'  Dissimilar  effects" — i.e.*  inasmuch  as  you  accept  uo  other  cause  heaides  Ideas  and 
Impressions,  you  can  assert  no  reason  for  the  fact  of  an  Idea  producing  an  Impression, 
or  ut'ce-uersA, 

199.800.  The  Impressed  Idea  does  not  differ  entirely  from  the  original  cognition  ;  nor 
is  it  indefinite,  like  the   original  abstract  perception.  Hence  the  Impression  cannot  be 
said  to  be  either  different  from  its  cause,  or  identical  with  it.     And  the  fact  of  the  ap- 
pearance of  another  condition  does   not    militate   against  its  permanent  character; 
specially  as  people*  recognise  the  two  states  of  the  same  Idea  to  be  contiguous.     If  the 
condition  and  the  conditioned  were  held  to  be  identical,  then  the  Soul  itself,  as  endowed 
wifch  the  Impression  of  the  original  cognition,  would  be  the  I-mpresaion  j  while  if  the 
conditioned  be  held  to  differ  from  the  condition,  then  the  said  Soul  would  only  be  the 
substratum  of  tho  Impression  ;  and  the  Impression  would  be  located  in  the  Soul. 

800.801.  « Laksha "  is  a  kind  of   red  dye  produced  out  *of  a  certain  species    of 
cochineal.    If  this  dye  is  sprinkled  over  a  lemon-blossom,  the  trait  becomes  red. 
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lemon-blossom,  it  is  only  the  colour  (of  the  Lakslia)  that  is  ifansfen 
to  tlie  fruit,  For  these  reasons  (detailed  above)  there  can  be  no  such,  thi 
as  Y&sana. 

202.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  this  denial  of  (the  reality  of  externi 
objects,—  following'  upon  the  assumption  of  such  an  n  Impression-theor 
which  is  incorrect;  and  devoid  of  reason,  —  was  declared  by  the  Budd 
with  the  sole  object  of  alienating  the  affections  (of  men  from  sxich  worli 
objects)  ;  and  somehow  or  other,  some  people  (the  socalled  followers 
Bauddha)  fell  into  a  mistake  (and  accepted  it  to  its  utmost  extent,  as 
denial  of  all  external  substratum  of  cognitions), 


ends  fke  Nir&lambancwada. 
Eefutation  of  Buddhistic  Idealism.'] 

THE   ffJNYAVlDA. 

1.  The  discrepancies  of  tee  inferential  argument  having  "been  poii 
out,  on  the   strength  of  the  (nattire  of)   cognitions,  —  another    (scion 
the  Bauddha)  conies  forward  with  an  argument  based  upo*r  the  inci 
bility  of  the  effect  of  cognitions  (to  give  rise  to  any  notions  of  exte 
objects). 

2.  "You  stick  to  Sense-perception,  and  the  contradiction   the 
you  ttrge  as  an  objection  against  our  argument  ;  now  just   consider 
following  points.  " 

3.  *'  Is  it  a  fact  that  a  cognition  is  able  to  function,  only  when 
objects,  as  tliepvtt  and  the  like,  have  an  existence  in  the  external    wo 
Or  is  it  that  the  cognition  rests  only  in  itself  as  the  object  cognised, 
not  in  any  extraneous  object  ?  " 

4.  "  If  it  is  only  the  external  object  that  is  perceived  Joy  the  ci 
tion,  then  the  objections  urged  by  you  are  right  enough  ;  but  if  it  5 
cognition  itself  which  is  cognised,  then  each  and  everyone  of   them  fal 
the  ground/' 

5.  "  Here  then,  it  must  be  admitted  that  all  living-  creature 
cognisant  of  the  well-established  fact  that  cognisability  belongs    to  c 
in  the  shape  of  &Zt*e,  yellow,  long,  short,  &c.,  <&JC/* 

,  6.  "And  we  do  not  perceive  any  difference  in  the  shape  o 
cognition  and  the  cognised;  nor  do  we  have  any  clear  idea*  of  euc 
such  properties  as  belong  either  to  the  one  or  to  the  other/1 

7.  "  Only  that  which  is  cognised  can  be  said  to  have  an  exist 
there  can  be  no  existence  for  that  which  is  not  cognised  ;  inasmuch  as 
a  thing  cannot  but  be  unreliable.  Therefore  it  must  be  admittec 

*0a,  Bttddha  himself  never  meant  to  entirely  deny  external  objects.  I 
denial  be  only  meanfe  to  impress  upon  the  minde  of  his  disciples  that  worldly 
were  not  w4'tk  striving  after  j—  thus  only  echoing  the  Tedantio  denial  of  the  « 
world.  ' 
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there  *does  exist  an  object  with  a  shape,  inasmuch  as  it  is  found  to  have  the 
character  of  cognisability." 

8.  "  Therefore  to  those  who  are  thus  investigating  the  matter,  if 
the  Cognition  itself  appear  as  haying  a  shape  j  then  the   trustworthiness 
(of  the  existence  of  the  form)  would  rest  solely  in  the  Cognition  j  and 
there  would  he  no  ground  for  postulating  an  extraneous  object." 

9.  *'  If  however,   the  shape  belonged  to  the  external  object/  then 
such  an  object  would  have  to  be  accepted  as  existing,  on  the  sole  ground 
of  its  being  cognised ;  and  for  the  accomplishment  of  (this  perception)  we 
would  also  have  to  accept  the  existence  of  the  cognition." 

10.  "  Now  then,  which  (of  the  two  alternatives)  is  correct  ?  It  must 
be  the  cognition  itself  which  has  the  form  (as  perceived).  Why  ?  Because 
we  have  found  that  it  is  one  and  the  same  object  which  has  the  shape, 
and  is  cognised  as  such." 

31.  "  And  hence  if,  what  has  the  form  were  held  to  be  some  extrane- 
ous object,  then  its  cognisability  not  being  otherwise  possible,  we  would 
have  to  postulate  something  else  as  the  cogniser" 

12.  "  And  in  this,  over  and  above  the  well-defined  and  ascertained 
cognisable  object  having  a  form,  we  would  be  postulating  a  groundless 
cogniser,  which  would  be  formless  and  something  altogether  foreign  to  the 
cognisable  object." 

"  IS.  "And  tf,  in  order  to  avoid  the  postulating  of  such  a  groundless 
entity,  you  were  to  attribute  the  character  of  the  cogniser  to  the  object 
itself, — then  the  difference  between  us  would  be  one  of  names  only,  as  both 
of  us  would  be  holding  the  existence  of  only  one  entity." 

14.  "In  any  case,  all  that  we  do  is  to  assert  the  identity  of  the 
cogniser  (Cognition)  and  the  cognised  (object  of  cognition)  ;  the  assumption 
of  either  externality  or  internality  we  hold  to  be  utterly  groundless." 

15-17.  "In  my  theory,  though  the  real  character  of  Cognition  is 
naturally  pure,  yet  in  this  beginningless  world,  there  is  an  agglomeration 
of  diverse  dispositions  (or  impressions)  born  of  foregoing  cognitions  ;  and 
through  these,  the  cognition  comes  to  appear  in  the  various  shapes 
of  blue,  &a,  tinged  with  the  character  of  the  cognised  and  the  cogniser,  which 
latter,  however,  appear  as  if  they  were  something  quite  apart  (from  the 
Cognition  itself) ;  and  as  such,  the  cognition  does  not  stand  in  need  of  any 
extraneous  object.  The  reciprocal  causality  of  the  Cognition  and  its 
faculty  (in  the  shape  of  dispositions)  is  without  a  beginning  (and  as  such, 
not  faulty)." 

18.     "  The  assumption  of  one  is  certainly  better  than  the  assumption 

1*.  Ton  would  be  holding  the  external  object  to  be  both  the  cogniser  and  the 
cognised ;  while  we  hold  Cognition  itself  to  be  both. 

ifi.n.  Not  fan liy  "—Just  as  the  reciprocal  causality  of  the  seed  and  the  ire*  IB  not 
considered  faulty. 

18.  We  accept  only  one  entity,  the  Cognition  alone  j  and  you  accept  two,  the  Cog* 
nifcion.  and  the  Object.  Though  we  also  postulate  a  faculty  of  cognition!  in  the  shape 
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'of  many ;  and  then  again,  the  assumption  of  a  diversity  in  the  faculfr 
(of  an  object)  is  more  acceptable  tiian  that  of  a  diversity  in  the  object 
themselves." 

19-20.  "  For  these  reasons,  inasmuch  as  it  is  accepted  by  both  of  u« 
it  is  far  more  reasonable  to  postulate  the  form  to  belong  to  the  Oognitioi 
itself ;  for  you  however,  such  postulating  would  be  possible  only  after  yoi 
have  postulated  an  (extraneous)  object;  because  so  long  as  this  object  ha 
not  been  established,  the  Cognition  can  have  no  function  (itself  beinj 
without  a  substratum) ;  and  hence  there  would  be  a  certain  degree  c 
remoteness  (between  the  Cognition  and  the  forms,  blue  and  the  rest 
Whereas  in  my  case,  the  Cognised  would  be  such  as  is  in  close  proximit 
fcud  connection  (with  the  Cognition)" 

21.  "  For  the  following  reason  too,  it  is  the  Cognition  which.  mu« 
be  held  to  have  the  form ;  because  being  self-luminous,  it  is  accepted,  ev« 
by  you,  to  be  the  means  of  illuminating  the  external  object,  which  in  itse 
is  devoid  of  any  luminosity." 

22.  "  And  so  long  as  the  factor  of  Cognition  has  not  been  compr 
fcended,  there  can  be  no  definite  idea  of  the  object  apprehended  thereby 
because  such  apprehension  depends  upon  the  Cognition,  like  the  jar  und- 
ine light  of  a  lamp." 

23.  "  Even  when  the  objects  have  appeared,  there  is  no  cognition 
these,    either  because   there   is   no   illumination   (of   Consciousness), 
because  there  is  some  impediment  (to  their  cognition)." 

24.  "For  the  Cognition  however,  when  it  has  once  appeared,  the 
can  be  no  impediment ;  nor  is  it  ever  non- luminous  ;  hence  it  cannot  fc 
be  comprehended." 

25.  "Even  prior  to  the  comprehension  of  the  object,  you  accept  t 
appearance  of  the  Cognition ;  as  such,  we  would  have  the  comprehensi 
of  the  Cognition  (even  prior  to  that  of  the  object).     And  if  (even  in  t 
absence  of  any  impediments)   such  comprehension  were  denied,  then 
could  as  reasonably  deny  its  comprehension  at  all  times  (i.e.,  even  after  t 
comprehension  of  the  object)." 

26.  "  Because,   what  is  that  which  would  accrue  to  the  Cogniti< 
subsequently  (i.e.,  after  the  comprehension  of  the  object), — which  did  i 
belong  to  it  before, — and  accompanied  by  which  it  has  never  been  rea 
comprehended,  but  only  comes   to   be  known  subsequently  as  *  conip 
hended '  ?  " 

27.  "  The  luminosity  (i.e.,  the  appearance  of  Cognition)  too  does  i 
stand  in  need  of  the  appearance  of  another  Cognition ;  for  if  it  were 
then  the  comprehension  of  one  cognition  would  require  that  of  anotl 
and  so  on  ad  infinitum ;  and  there  would  be  no  resting  ground  for  t 
Cognition," 

of  Impressions,  yet  the  postulating  of  properties  is  simpler  than  that  of  the  obj 
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28^29*  "  We  find  that,  even  in  the  absence  of  external  objects,  -we 
tave  a  reminiscence  of  the  forms  of  suck  objects,  following  upon  mere 
ideas  thereof ;  and  how  could  these  reminiscences  be  possible,  if,  as  you 
assert,  the  Cognition  were  not  to  appear  as  embracing  the  form  of  the  object, 
and  if,  even  in  the  past,  the  object  were  not  comprehended  only  as  pre- 
ceded by  such  Cognition  ?  " 

30*  " Even  with  regard  to  the  cognitions  of  objects  existing  at  the 
present  time,  we  find  people  asserting — '  this  object  is  blue,  because  with 
regard  to  it  I  have  such  a  notion.5  " 

31.  *'  Therefore  it  is   only  when   cognitions   have   been  previously 
comprehended,  that  there  is   a   comprehension  of  objects.     Nor   is  any 
comprehension  possible  when  the  Cognitions  are  devoid  of  any   definite 
forms." 

32.  "Because  there  is  an  absence  of  any  discrimination  (between 
the  objective  form  and  the  Cognition),  and  because  it  is  only  such  objects  as 
have  forms  that  are  capable  of  being  comprehended, — therefore  it  is 
Cognition  alone  (and  not  any  extraneous  object),  that  can  ever  be  compre- 
hended as  having  that  form." 

33.  "  No  such  assumption  is  possible  as  that — '  in  the  beginning  it  is 
only  a  formless  idea  that  is  comprehended,  and  then  latterly  is  compre- 
hended the  object  endowed  with  a  form ;'  " 

3i.  "  Because  such  an  assertion  could  be  made  only  after  the  differ- 
ence between  pure  Cognition  and  the  Cognition  as  endowed  with  a  form 
has  .been  only  recognised.  And  prior  to  the  comprehension-  of  the  Cogni- 
tion, there  can.  be  no  comprehension  of  the  object, — as  we  have  already 
proved." 

35.  "  Nor  can  the  form  of  the  object  be  comprehended  as  superimposed 
upon  the  Cognition ;  because  such  a  form  cannot  enter  into  the  inner  (cog- 
nition) ;  nor  is  it  able  to  suppress  the  object  (as  it  would  have  to  do,  if 
the  form  were  to  be  imposed  upon  the  Cognition)." 

36.  "  Nor  could  any  evidence  be  brought  forward  in  favour  of  such, 
character  (of  the  form  of  the  object)  *    3Tor  this  very  reason,  we  do  not 
accept  the  position  that  the  form  is  reflected  upon  the  Cognition  (as  held 
by  the  SautrQntikas*)." 

37.  "  It  is  only  the  man  who  has  seen  the  surface  of  water,  during 
the  day,  as  without  any  reflection  of  the  Moon, — that,  seeing  at  night, 
the  moon  in  the  sky,  can  recognise  its  reflection  in  the  water." 

38.  "  Whereas  in  the  case  of  Cognition,  it  has  never  before  been  seen 
without  a  form ;  nor  has  there  been  any  idea  (in  the  absence  of  Cognition) 
of  the  external  object  being  endowed  with  a  form ;  and  hence  in  this  case, 
there  can  be  no  such  notion  of  reflection." 

39.  "  And  again,  what  sort  of  reflection  could  there  be,  in  the  case 
of  (incorporeal  objects  like )  sound,  odour,  taste,  &c.  ?    And  how  could 
there  be  any  notion  of  the  form  belonging  to  the  object,  wlieu  it  is 
distinctly  comprehended  as  belonging  to  the  Cognition  ?  " 


40.  "Being,  as  they  are,  located  (separately)  in  tlie  external  world, 
and  inside  (the  man), — there  can  be  no  mutual  contact  between  the  object 
and  the  Cognition  ;  and  hence  no  amount  of  stupidity  could  give  rise  to 
any  notion  of  the  identity  (of  the  form  of  the  object  and  the   Cogni- 
tion)." 

41.  a  Since  we  do  not  find  any  person  who  is  not  so  deceived,  there 
can  he  no  such  assumption  of  stupidity  (as  held  by  you).     And  even  ii 
such  deception  could  be  assumed,  it  would  apply  equally  to  both  (Cognition 
and  Object)." 

42.  "  And  for  this  reason,   it  is  not  proper    to     assert    that    the 
4  form  '  is  a  property  of  the  contact  (of  the  Cognition  with  the  Object)  : 
there  can  be  no  such  contact,  because  of  the  difference  of  their  positions, 
and  because  of  the  Cognition  being  immaterial  (and  incorporeal)  and  the 
Object  being  material  (and  corporeal)." 

43.  "  Such  contact  cannot  be  said  to  consist  of  contemporeinity   or 
(coevaiity)  ;  because  that  would  apply  to  the  whole  •Universe.     Nor  is 
there  any  such  position  of  the  object  as  is  face  to  face  with  the  Cognition." 

44.  "  If  such  contact  be  held  to  be  universal,  then  taste^  <fec.,  would 
come  to  be  perceived  even  by  means  of  the  eye ;  and  of  all   entities,  the 
atomic  forms  therein  encased  would  also  come  to  be  perceived.1* 

45.  "  Nor  can  it  be  held  that  the  mere  existence  of  the  object,  as  an 
object  of  cognition,  constitutes   the  said  contact ;    because   of  what   sort 
would  the  character  of  the  object  be,  prior  to  the  comprehension  oi  its 
lorins  ?  " 

46.  u  Because  no  entity  can  be  said  to  be  an  object  of  cognition,  unless 
it  has  been  recognised.     Then,  the  fact  of  its  having  such  and  such  a  form 
would  depend  upon  its  character  of  being  the  ob'ject  of  cognition  ;  and  the 
fact  of  its  being  such  an  object  would  depend  upon  the  fact  of  its  having 
Bach  a  form  (and  thus  there  would  be  the  fault  of  '  mutual  inter-depend- 
ence')." 

47.  "  The  assertion  of  the  existence  of  the  two   (Cognition  and  the 
Object)  as  free  from  all  form,  and  also  that  of  their  contact,  and  the  like, 
would  be  possible  only  when  the    (Cognition  and  the  Object)  have  been 
rightly  discriminated  in  their  real  forms." 

48-49.    "But  in  the  present  case  the  existence  of  the  object  is  not 

40  The  Object  exists  in  the  external  world,  while  the  Cognition  is  within  the 
man's  mind ;  therefore  no  one  could  mistake  the  one  for  the  other.  This  is  aimed  at 
the  theory  that  the  form  really  belongs  to  the  object,  while,  through  close  proximity, 
ii  is  mistaken  to  belong  to  the  Cognition. 

*&    Because  Cognitions  have  no  /ace. 

**  If  the  cognition  of  the  jar  were  held  to  be  in  contact  with  the  jar,  in  all  ita 
forms,  then  the  taste  of  the  jar>  as  well  as  its  atomic  molecules  would  be  perceived,  on 
the  presentation  of  the  jar  to  the  eye, — which  is  an  absurdity. 

48.49  '"Or  after"  —because  according  to  the  Bauddha,  the  Cognition  is  no  sooner 
produced  than,  destroyed.  For  this  reason,  unless  the  two  are  perceived  together,  and 
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comprehended  either  prior  to  or  after  (tlie  comprehension  of  the  Cognition). 
And  it  lias  already  heen  asserted  that  the  cognisable  object  does  not  exist 
apart  from  the  form.  Therefore  your  theory  of  the  contact  of  Cognition 
ivith  the  Object  is  -without  any  foundation." 

49-50.  "  Kor  can  the  assumption  of  the  object  be  said  to  be  for  the 
aake  of  the  diversity  of  Cognitions.  Because  where  have  we  found  such 
diversity  to  be  due  to  objects,  that  we  will  have  such  an  assumption  ?  " 

50-5L  "  And  again,  how  can  there  be  any  production,  of  Diversity 
and  Form  by  means  of  something  (i.e.,  contact)  that  is  itself  formless  ?  Nor 
is  it  possible  that  the  form  of  the  Cognition  should  originate  in  an  object 
which  is  itself  formless.  Tims  then  your  position  becomes  very  precarious/1 

51-52.  "  It  is  only  by  means  of  Memory  and  Dream-Cognition  that 
you  could  support  (your  theory  of)  formlessness;  for  in  these,  there  is  no 
contact  with  an  object ;  mere  *  Impressions '  being  held  to  be  the  cause 
(of  the  forms  of  such  Cognition*?)  ;  therefore  it  is  ( the  agency  of )  these 
Impressions  alone  that  could  apply  to  waking  Cognition  also/* 

53-54.  "  Thus  then,  both  by  affirmative  and  negative  inference,  we 
get  at  the  fact  of  the  form  belonging  to  the  Idea.  Nor  is  there  any  ins- 
tance to  show  the  existence  of  an  external  object,  independently  of  the 
Idea, — as  we  have  of  the  Idea,  independently  of  the  external  object.  There- 
fore your  *  Con  tact- theory  *  could  b$,tenable,  only  with  reference  to  Impres- 
sions, even  if  the  Idea  were  accepted  to  be  formless." 

55.  "  Nor  is  there  any  reason  to   suppose  that   *  both    (Idea  and 
Object)  have  one  and  the  same  form ' ;  (1)   because  of  the  difference  in 
their  positions,  ( 2)  because  of  the  absence  of  any  contact,  and  (3)  because 
of  the  absence  of  any  definite  notions  of  the  two  as  distinct*" 

56.  "  Thus,  for   the   same  reason,  (inasmuch  as   the  two  are  not 
recognised  as  such)  it  cannot  be  held  that  *  the  non- discrimination  of  the 
one  from  the  other  is  due  to  the  extreme  likeness  of  the  two,;  because  it 
is  only  when  the  difference  has  been  recognised,  that  there  can  be  any 
notion  of  likeness, — which  could  not  be  possible  if  such  difference  were  not 
already  recognised ;  for   in  that  case,   it   would    be   as   unreal  as   '  sky 
flowers."' 

57.  "  Similarly  in  the  case  of  such  misconceptions  as  the  '  duplicate 
moon  '  and  the  like,  the  real  state  of  objects  is  other  than  what  is  perceived ; 

their  respective  forma  have  been  rightly  discriminated,  there  can  be  no  each  notions 
as  those  referred  to  in  the  Karllca.  /' 

60-61  YOU  hold  that  before  the  contact,  the  Cognition  and  the  object  are  both 
formless.  Under  the  circumstances,  how  could  mere  Contact,  which  is  itself  formless, 
give  rise  to  the  form  of  Cognition  and  its  diversity  ?  Nor  is  it  possible  for  the  object, 
which  you  hold  to  be  formless,  to  impart  a  form  to  the  Cognition.  Your  theory  thus 
becomes  untenable. 

W-M    The  forms  of   Dream-cognition,  Ac,,  could  not  be  explained,  except  through 
Impressions     Therefore  we  could  also  attribute  the  forms  of  present  (waking)  Cogni- 
to  the  same  agency  of  Impressions,  which  are  without  beginning,  without  endf 
20 
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and  hence  the  form*  that  the  Idea  would  take  in  such  cases,  could  not  be 
said  to  depend  upon  any  extraneous  object." 

58-59.  "  In  the  case  of  the  use  of  such  words  as  'Nakshatra  '  (Neuter) 
'Taraka'  (Feminine),  and  'Tisliya*  (Masculine),  and  'Darah1  (Masculine 
Plural)  —  it  is  not  possible  for  contradictory  genders,  <fcc.,  to  apply  to  one  and 
the  same  object.  And  similarly  (with  regard  to  the  single  object,  a  fair 
woman,  f.i.)  there  could  not  be  such  diverse  notions  as  that  of  a  corpse, 
<fcc.,  belonging  respectively  to  an  ascetic,  a  licentious  person  and  a  dog." 

59-60.  "With  regard  to  one  and  the  same  object  we  have  the  notions 
of  its  being  long  and  shorty  in  comparison  with  different  objects  ;  and  with 
regard  to  the  same  object,  jar,  f.i.  we  have  the  notions  of  its  being  ajar9 
being  earthy,  being  a  substance,  and  being  predicable  ;  —  all  these  notions 
simultaneously  appear  in  the  observer  ;  ar.d  this  could  never  be  the  case, 
if  there  really  existed  any  such  single  object  (as  the/ar)." 

61.  "  For  in  one  and  the  same  object,  the  application  of  contradictory 
forms  is  not  possible.     As  for  Ideas,  they  are  different  in  each  case,  and  " 
as  such  adjustable  to  the  (diversity  in  the)  force  (of  Impressions)." 

62.  "That  form  which  the  Idea  takes,  independently  (of  any  exi.ra- 
neous  entities),  —  in  that  form,  you  might  postulate  the  object;  but  in  no 
case,  is  any  Idea  brought  about,  in  keeping  with  (or  in  accordance  with) 
any  external  object." 

63.  "  Thus  then,  in  as  much  as  the  form  of  the  object  depends  upon 
the  Idea,  how  can  any  one  assume  (the  existence  of  the  external)  object.? 
And  as  for  the  Idea,  so  long  as  no  form  has  been  imposed  upon  it,  it  could 
certainly  rest  in  itself." 

(Thus  ends  the  expounding  of  the  fiinyavSda)  : 

(NOW  BEGINS  THE   BBFtTTATIOK  OF  THE 


64  It  is  not  so.  Because  you  hold  one  and  the  same  thing  (Idea) 
to  be  both  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised  ;  whereas  you  cannot  have  any 
instance  to  show  that  such  duplicate  character  belongs  to  any  single  object. 

65.    Because  Fire,    &c.,  that  are  known   to  be  illuminators  (of  the 

W.6«  The  words,  "  Nakshatra,"  "  TIra,"  «  Tishya,"  all  signify  stars  j  and  BO  if  the 
object  star  had  any  real  existence  in  the  external  world,  then  names  of  such  contra- 
dictory genders  could  not  be  applied  to  it.  In  the  same  manner,  the  word  "  Oarl  "  is 
always  used  in  the  Masculine  Plural,  which  could  not  be  the  case,  if  any  such  thing  as 
the  woman  (signified  by  the  word),  really  existed  in  the  external  world.  And  again,  in 
the  case  of  a  fair  woman,  the  ascetio  looks  upon  her  as  disgusting  corpse,  the  licentions 
man  looks  upon  her  as  an  object  of  enjoyment,  while  the  dog  looks  upon  it  as  an  article 
of  food,  which  diversity  would  not  be  possible  if  the  woman  had  a  real  existence. 

19.60  One  finger  appears  long  in  comparison  with  one,  while  shorter  in  comparison. 
with  another  finger.  l 

&*    The  form  of  the  Idea  may  be  taken  to  formulate  the  form  of  the  object  5  not 
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jar,  &c.),  cannot  be  said  to  be  themselves  illuminable,  because  they  do  not 
stand  in  need  of  any  other  illuminator. 

66-67.  And  whenever  they  come  to  be  cognised,  it  is  only  a  Sense- 
organ  that  could  be  their  cogniser ;  while  in  the  cognising  of  the  Sense- 
organ,  the  character  of  the  cogniser  would  belong  to  the  Idea.  And  when 
this  Idea  itself  comes  to  be  cognised,  we  shall  have  another  Idea  for  its 
cogniser ;  and  in  no  case  can  the  same  object  be  both  (cogniser  and  the 
cognised). 

67.  "  But  even  you  hold  the  '  Self '  (Atma)  to  have  the  character  of 
both,  cogniser  and  cognised." 

68-69.  (Though  the  Self  is  really  one,  yet)  being  somehow  or  other, 
taken  as  diverse,  in  the  shape  of  its  diverse  properties, — we  attribute  the 
character  of  the  cogniser  to  (the  Self  in  the  character  of)  the  Idea,  and  the 
character  of  the  cognised  to  (the  Self  in  the  character  of)  substance  and  the 
rest.  If  it  be  urged  that  '  then,  (even  in  your  own  theory)  there  is  no 
absolute  difference  (between  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised),* — (we  reply) 
where  have  you  found  me  accepting  (or  holding)  such  absolute  difference  ? 
The  fact  of  the  word  *  I '  applying  only  to  the  Pratyagatman  is  based 
upon  the  extreme  proximity  (of  the  cognising  *  I '  with  the  cognised 
*  object ')-  . 

70.  As  matter  of  fact,  the  notion,  intermixed  with  the  use  of  the 
word  *I\  is  applicable  to  the  nominative  (kartd)oi  the  cognition; — though 
in  reality  it  is  really  restricted  to  the  agency  of  the  Self  only. 

71.  Nor  is  there  any  comprehension  of  the  forms  of  the  Means  of 
Cognition,  (i.e.,  the  Sense),  the  Cognition  itself  and  the  Cogniser  (Self)  ; 
and  consequently  no  cognisability  can   belong  to  the   Idea,  as  before   (in 
the  case  of  the  Self), — even  though  it  is  really  non- different  (from  the 
other  factors). 

72.  If  the  cognition  of   one  form    were    to    be    accepted  to  have 
another  form  for  its   object, — then,  why   could   not    the   cognition  of  an 
object  be  held  to  have  the  form  of  the  Idea  ? 

73.  And  when  it  is  held  that  the  cognising  and  cognisable  entities  are 
identical,  then  the  comprehension  of  any  one  of  these  would  bring  about 
a  comprehension  of  both. 

74.  At  the  time  when  such  cognisable  forms  as  the  6/ue,  Ac.,  are 

68.99  «  The  /act  of  the  word,  fa.9 — This  anticipates  the  following  objection  ;  "  Even 
in  your  theory,  if  there  be  a  difference  between  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised,  hov/ 
could  the  Bhdshya  assert  that  the  word  *  I '  applies  only  to  the  Pratyagatma,  the 
Human  Soul  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  5s  that  the  idea  by  itself  is  not  the  cogn**er ; 
the  character  whereof  belongs  only  to  the  Human  Soul  as  endowed  with  this  idea ;  and 
again,  it  is  this  very  Human  Soal  which,  in  the  shape  of  substance,  &o ,  cornea  to 
be  the  object  of  cognition,  while  substance  &c.,  by  themselves,  can  never  be  the 
object  cognised,  therefore  though  in  the  two  cases  there  is  a  difference  among  the 
accessories,  yet  the  substratum  of  these  accessories—in*.,  the  Human  Soul— being  only 
*n*t  it  is  only  right  to  hold  the  word  *  I  *  to  be  applicable  to  the  Human  Soul. 
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comprehended,  we  do  not  come  across  any  Idea  which  has  the  form  of  the 
cognising  (cognition ) . 

75.  And  if  there  were  a  non-difference,  we  would  have  an  idea  of 
tliis  (cognising  entity)  also;  or  else  there  might  be  no  cognition  of  the 
cognised  object  either,  just  as  there  is  none  of  the  cognising  factor. 

76.  In  the  same  manner,  the  comprehension  of  the  cognising  factor 
would  always  lead  to  that  of  the  cognised  object  as  well;  the  more  so,  as 
the  Bauddhas  hold  the    Cognising  factor  (i.e.,  Cognition  or  Idea)  to  he 
pure  and  formless. 

77.  But  no  such  (pure)  Idea  would  be  possible,  if  it  were  to  be  non- 
different  from  the  cognised  Object  (which  has  a  form) ;  or  else  (i.e.,  if  the 
cognised  Object  were  not  ,to  be  comprehended),  the  Cognising  factor  too 
would  not  be  comprehended,  just  as  the  cognised  Object  is  not  comprehended 
(because  the  two  are  held  to  be  non-different). 

78.  And  again,  as  the  comprehension  of  the  cognisable  Object  would 
not  lead  to  that  of  the  cognising  Idea, — and  as  the  comprehension  of  the 
cognising  Idea  would  not  lead  to  that  of  the  cognisable  Object, — there 
would  be  non-comprehension  of  both  of  these  (because  they  are  held  to  be 
non-different). 

79.  The  clause  (in  the  Bhashya),  "it  (cognition)  is  connected  with 
the  external  world,"  serves  to  point  out  the  fact  that  there  is  a  comprehen- 
sion of  the  cognisable  Object,  even  without  any  idea  of  the  Cognising  Idea. 

80.  But  inasmuch   as   the  fact  has  to  be  proved  to  an  opponent,  we 
cannot  have  the  fact  of  its  relation  to  the  external  world,  as  a  sound  argu- 
ment for  proving  the  form  of  external   objects,  (because  the  opponent 
does  not  admit  of  the  reality  of  an  external  world). 

81.  Therefore  the  sense  of  the  Bhashya  is  that  the  word  "external" 
denotes  the  cognisable  objects,  blue,  yellow,  &c.,  as  apart  from  the  Cognising 
Ideas  (or  means  of  cognition),  Sense-perception  and  the  rest. 

b2.  This  will  be  explained  in  the  passage  (of  the  Bhashya)  "  Cog- 
nition is  not  comprehended  beforehand."  In  some  places  again,  it  is  only 
the  comprehension  of  the  Cognising  ('  Idea  ')  that  is  indicated  : 

83.  (e.0.),  *  I  do  not  remember  if  any  object  had  been  comprehended 
by  me  at  that  time,* — in  such  cases,  people  remember  the  appearance  of 
the  Cognising  Idea,  independently  of  the  form  of  the  cognised  Object. 

84  Thus  then,  if  there  were  no  difference  (between  the  cogniser  and 
the  cognised)^  the  remembrance  of  the  one  would  have  brought  about  the 
remembrance  of  the  other;  whereas  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  that 
there  is,  in  the  instance  cited,  a  remembrance  only  of  the  Cognising  Idea ; 
hence  it  must  be  concluded  that  it  is  the  Cognising  Idea  alone  that  is 
comprehended  (in  the  case  referred  to). 

88  The  Bhasliya  passage  here  referred  feo  is  this :  "  Ifc  is  true  that  the  idea  is 
originated  beforehand ;  but  it  is  not  so  comprehended ;  inasmuch  as  sometimes  we 
oome  across  cases  where  an  object  that  has  been  known  is  spoken  of  as  unknown." 
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85.  And  the  same  conclusion  also  follows  from  the  absolute  invariable 
concomitance  of  the . Cognising  Idea  with  the  cognised    Object;  and  the 
reminiscence  of  the   two   does  not  appear  in  one  and   the  same  form. 
Therefore  from  both  affirmative  and  negative  concomitance  we  find    that 
the  two  are  entirely  different. 

86.  (06; :)  "  Inasmuch  as  it  is  a  part  of  the  cognised  Object  that  is 
comprehended  by  means   of  a  part;  of  the  Cognising  Idea,  it  cannot  be 
rightly  urged  that  *  the  Cognising  Idea  would  also  be  comprehended ',  because 
there  is  no  other  cogniser  ( that  would  comprehend  the  former  Idea). " 

87.  "  And  it  is  not  possible  that  the  Idea  should  be  comprehended 
by  means  of  the  cognised  Object ; — because  this  latter  has  not  the  faculty 
(for  such  comprehension).     And  if  the  Object  were  to  be  the  cogniser,  then 
the  duplicate  form  of  the  Idea  would  entirely  disappear." 

88.  *'  And  further,  if  the  cogniser  were  also   made  the  eognsied,   then 
we  would  have  only  the  cognised^  all  in  all.     And  hence  the  absence  of  the 
form  of  any  one  of  the  two  would  lead  to  the  negation  of  both." 

89-91.  "And  again  it  is  only  by  appearance  (predominance)  and 
disappearance  (suppression)  that  we  get  at  the  comprehension  of  cogni- 
sability  and  non-cognisability  (respectively)  :  e.g.,  of  the  lamp-light,  <fcc.,  we 
perceive  (at  night)  only  the  form  (and  not  the  heat,  &c.,)  ;  while  during 
the  day,  those  that  are  close  to  the  fire,  comprehend  only  the  touch 
(warmth) ;  and  when  there  is  proximity  of  an  odoriferous  substance, 
there  is  perception  of  the  odour  alone.  And  just  as  in  all  these  cases  the 
absence  of  the  perception  of  other  qualities  is  due  to  suppression, — so  in 
the  case  of  the  Cognising  Idea  and  the  cognised  Object,  there  would  be  no 
comprehension  of  any  other  form  (save  the  one  that  is  not  suppressed)." 

92.    "  It  may  be  that  certain  things,  though  they  are  non-different 

87  If  the  object  were  made  the  cogniser  of  the  idea,  then  both  the  idea  and  the 
object  would  possess  the  character  of  the  cogniser ;  whereas  the  Mimansaka  holds 
that  an  idea  has  two  forms  that  of  the  object  cognised  and  that  of  the  cognising  idea. 

8*  Ton,  wonld  have  no  cogniser  proper,  every  thing  becoming  the  cognised. 
14  Hence  the  absence,  fyc"  If  the  cognising  idea  and  the  cognised  object  he  held  to  be 
identical,  then,  according  to  you,  the  two  being  dependent  npon  each  other,  if  the  one 
censed  to  exist  the  other  wonld  also  do  the  same  ;  and  hence  the  cognising  Idea  would 
become  devoid  of  any  form ;  this  would  be  equal  to  a  total  denial  of  the  existence  of 
the  cognising  Idea. 

83-*1  At  night  the  brightness  of  the  lamp  predominates  over  its  other  properties  j 
while  during  the  day  it  is  the  heat  of  the  fira  that  predominates  over  its  other  charac- 
teristics, and  so  forth;  whence  we  find  that  comprehension,  is  due  to  predominance. 
For  this  reason  too,  in  the  onse  of  the  Idea  and  the  Object  we  have  the  comprehension 
of  the  form  of  the  one  or  the  other  according  as  one  or  the  other  happens  to  be  the  predo- 
minating element.  That  is  to  suy,  we  have  a  com  prehension  of  the  form  of  the  idea, 
when  the  idea  predominates  over  the  object  j  while  the  reverse  is  the  case  when  the 
object  predominates  over  the"  Idea. 

W  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  **  Colour,  &c,,  being  comprehended  as 
different  from  one  another,  it  is  possible  that  one  may  predominate  over  the  other 


from  the  cognised  Object,  may  not  be  cognised  (wben  the  Object  is  cog. 
nised)  ;  just  as,  even  when  sound  is  perceived,  such  properties  as  its  per. 
manence  or  transitorinets  Ac.,  may  not  be  comprehended  at  all." 

93.  "  Or  if  you  urge  this  objection,  on  the  ground  of  non-difference 
(of  the  Cognising  Idea  and  the  cognised  Object),— then  (we  ask)— when  one 
portion  of  it  has  been  comprehended,  how  is  it  that  the  other  portion  is  not 
comprehended  also.  Pw 

94.  "  For  these  reasons,  we  conclude  the  fact  to  be  that  there  is  a 
comprehension  of  that  alone  which  is  capable  of  being  comprehended  at  the 
time;  and  as  for  both— as  urged  by  you,— they  cannot  be  so  comprehended, 
simply  because  they  are  not  capable  of  being  so." 

95.  (Keply.)    When  the  object  is  held  to  be  absolutely  single,  whence 
should  there  be  any  possibility  of  its  capability  or  incapability  ?    And 
again,  how  could  you  assume  the  appearance  or  suppression  of  the  single 

object  itself  ? 

96.  Ajid  further,  the  suppression  of  one  part  of  your  object  would 
also  lead  to  the  suppression  of  its  other  part ;  and  thus  the  whole  object 
being  suppressed,— -its  comprehensibilHy  would  be  impossible. 

97.  In  the  same  manner,  the  incapability  of  an  object  too  could  only 
be  based  upon  an  assumption.    AB  for  the  instances  that  have  been  cited 
(by  the  objector),  in  as  much  as  there  is  a  diversity  of  form,  Ac  amongst 
them,   such    "appearance"    and    " suppression,"    <fcc.,   could  be   brought 
forward  to  support  our  view  also. 

but  how  can  this  be  possible  in  the  case  of  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised,  which  are 
both  identical  ?  "  The  Sense  of  the  reply  is  that  we  do  not  comprehend  any  oogoiaing 
Idea,  to  be  non-different  from  the  cognised  object ;  and  hence  it  is  quite  possible  that 
even  when  there  is  a  comprehension  of  the  one,  there  may  be  no  idea  of  the  ether, 
Though  the  properties  of  permanence,  &c.,  are  such  as  are  not  comprehended  apart  from 
the  objects  themselves,  yet  that  is  not  the  case  with  snob  properties  as  Colour  and  tlie 
rest,  which  are  perceived  even  apart  from  the  objects  to  which  they  belong. 

*>  "  Objection "— noted  in  note  92.  If  there  be  n  on  -difference  between  the  two, 
the  comprehension  of  one  must  lead  to  the  comprehension  of  the  other  ;  and  hence 
there  can  be  no  such  non-comprehension  as  has  been  urged  against  us. 

94  "  Capable ; " — That  which  has  appeared  as  predominating  over  others  is 
"capable.1*  It  has  been  nrged  above,  (K.  83  et  seq.)})y  the  Mimansaka,  that  if  the 
(Junyavada  theory  were  accepted,  then,  out  of  the  two— the  cognising  Idea  and  the 
cognised  object—,  if  one  were  comprehended,  both  would  be  comprehended ;  and  if 
one  were  not  comprehended,  none  wonld  be  comprehended.  The  present  Karika  objects 
to  tliis  view,  and  says  that  both  of  them  cannot  be  comprehended  at  the  same  time, 
for  the  simple  reason  that  at  one  and  the  same  time,  both  of  them  could  not  have  the 
aforesaid  "  capability  j  "  specially  as  the  form  of  the  one  is  bound  to  predominate  over 
and  suppress  that  of  the  other. 

W  [With  this  Karlki  begins  the  refutation  of  the  arguments  brought  forward  by 
the  (Jungavada,  in  Karikas  86  to  94].  Because  two  contradictory  properties  belonging: 
to  the  same  object  would  split  the  object  into  two  parts. 

«?  As  before,  so  now,  if  incapability  belonged  to  one  part,  the  other  part  would  also 
become  incapable,  on  account  of  the  snid  identity  ;  and  thence  there  would  be  no  com- 
prehensibility.  "  Instances  " — of  the  Lamp,  &c ;  as  shown  in  K,  89-90. 
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98.  Even  if  among  Form  and  the  rest,  there  were  no  absolute  differ- 
ence, there  would  be  various  diverse  developments  of  the  form  of  the 
substance  itself. 

90-100.  You  hare  asserted  (in  K.  92)  that  "  though  there  is  non- 
difference  yet  it  is  not  comprehensible ; >f  and  (on  this  we  ask) — when 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  notions  of  such  properties  as  non-eternatity 
and  the  like  (apart  from  those  of  the  objects  possessing  such  properties), 
how  can  there  be  such  a  non-difference  ?  For,  without  doubt,  excepting 
the  distinctness  of  the  idea,  there  is  no  other  ground  for  differentiating 
a  comprehensible  object  (from  others). 

100.  Nor  is  the  difference  restricted  to  {difference  in)  time  and  form 
only. 

101.  It  is  the  relation  of  the  causes  with  the  effects  that  is  called 
*  non-eternality  *  (the  fact  of  being  caused) ;  while  in  certain  cases,  it  is  the 
disjunction  of  the  constituent  parts  that  is  known  as  "  non-eternality.*' 

102.  In  the  case  of  such  immaterial  entities,  as  the  Intellect  and  the 
like,  dee fcructib ili ty   (or  non-eternality)  consists  in  their  existence  in  the 
pure  form  of  the  Self.     By  "  Eternality  "  is  only  meant  everlasting  exist- 
ence (permanence)  ;  and  it  is  this  (existence)  that  is  called  "  Entity." 

103.  Relation  with  .the  Means  of  Eight  Notion  and  Knowledge  are 
called  Predicability  and  Knowability  (respectively).     In  all  these  cases, 
there  is-  a  difference  in  some  form  or  other. 

104.  Therefore,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Colour  Ac.,  even  in  the  absence 
of  any  difference  of  time,  &c.,  there  is  a  diversity,  based  upon  a  difference 
of  ideas   (or  notions),  so,  in   the  same  manner,  you  should  accept  in  the 
present  case  also. 

W  Though.  Substance  being  one,  its  properties  of  Colour  &c.,  as  identical  there- 
with, would  also  Be  one,  and  as  such  the  difference  among  them  would  not  he  absolute, — 
y$t  there  IB  always  an  instrinsic  difference  among  them,  as  regards  their /orm,  Ac.,  and 
Substance  tco,  though  in  itself  only  one,  becomes  diverse,  in  accordance  with  the 
diversity  of  the  various  forms  of  its  properties. 

99.100  it  has  been  urged  in  K.  92,  that,  the  properties  of  etemaUty,  &c.,  are  non- 
different  from  the  object  **  Sound,"  yet  we  do  not  comprehend  such  properties.  This 
Karika  refutes  that  assertion* 

100  There  being  many  other  grounds  of  difference,  chiefly  the  distinctness  of  the 
notion. 

M  This  Karika  shows  that  we  have  a  notion  of  non-eternality  apart  from  none 
enterual  substances,  whence  the  assertion  in  B.  92  becomes  false. 

lot  When  the  Self  attains  the  state  of  purity,  all  its  accessories,  in  the  shape  of 
the  intellect  and  the  rest,  cesme  to  exist ;  and  in  this  lies  the  non -permanent  character  of 
these  latter.  "This'*— that  is,  existence  without  the  permanence  is  what  is  called 
1  entity.* 

108  "  Difference  "—of  such  properties  as  enternality  and  its  contrary,  from  such 
objects  as  Sound  and  the  like. 

l°*    You  should  not  restrict  all  difference  to  time  and  place  only. 
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105.  Absolute  difference,  we  do  not  accept  in  the  case  of  any  object; 
because  Objects,  in  the  form  of  "  entities,"  do  not  differ  from' one  another. 

106*  All  (such  properties  as)  '  non-eternality  '  and  the  like  are  com- 
prehended in  reference  to  action,  cause,  <fec  ;  and  when  there  is  no  cogni- 
tion of  these  action,  <fcc.,  then  they  (non  eternality,  <&c.),  are  not  cognised, 
notwithstanding  their  (supposed)  non-difference  (from  the  objects  possess- 
ing such  properties ).  • 

107.  In  a  Cognition,  however,  ibf  re  is  no  such  difference ;  nor  does  it 
stand  in   need   of  anything   else.     If  it  be  urged  that  there  is  a  mutual 
need  (between  the  cognition  and  the  cognised), — (we  reply  that)  the  two  are 
always  close  to  each  other  (and  as  such  there  can  be  no  such  need). 

108.  (Obj.).  "  In  the  case  of  the  cognition  of  blue,  &c.,   there  is  no 
such  idea  as  that  *  this  is  the  cognition  *  and  *  that  the  cognised  * ;  and  as 
euch,  how  can  you  assert  mutual  need  ?  " 

109.  There  may  not  be  such  a  need  ;  but  even  then,  the  conception 
would  have  a  duplicate  form.     For  if  there  were  no  such  conception,  how 
could  the  duplicacy  of  form  belong*  to  the  Cognition  ? 

1JO.  The  conception  of  the  form  of  the  cognising  Cognition,  that  is 
Assumed  through  the  peculiarities  of  cognitions  one  after  the  other,  is 
only  inferred  from  remembrance. 

111-112.  If  the  Cognition  in  the  first  be  assumed  to  have  only  one 
form,  then  all  other  conceptions  in  connection  therewith  cannot  but  be  of 

105  Since  all  objects,  as  objects  or  entities,  are  identical,  therefore  we  cannot 
accept  any  absolute  difference  among  them, 

101  Though  the  Blimlnsalca  does  not  admit  of  any  such  mutual  requirements,  as 
asserted  in  the  first  half,— yet  even  if  it  be  necessary  to  accept  such  requirement,  when 
one  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  other  there  can  be  no  requirement  that  is  not  already 
supplied.  1 

10*  "  Duplicate  form  "—that  is  as  cognition  and  the  cognised  object.  Though  cogni- 
tion  is  in  reality  oue  only,  yet  it  consists  of  the  character  of  both  the  cognition  and 
the  cognised j  and  as  such,  even  when  it  is  perceived  in  its  single  form,  there  is  a 
conception  of  its  duplicate  character;  inasmuch  as  it  includes  the  characteristics 
of  both. 

[110.11%  These  Kurikas  embody  the  view  of  the  opponent  in  the  month  of  the 
Mimansaka]. 

110  «  Assumed,  $"c," — A  cognition  when  produced  has  the  form  of  the  cognised 
object ;  and  subsequently  it  appears  in  the  form  of  the  cognising  cognition.  Thus  then, 
owing  to  the  peculiarities  of  one  cognition  after  the  other,  there  is  a  remembrance 
that  what  now  appears  as  cogniser  is  the  same  that  had  appeared  as  the  cognised  object  5 
and  hence  it  is  inferred  that  the  cognition  appears  in  a  duplicate  form. 

111.118  If  the  first  cognition  of  the  Jar  were  in  the  form  of  the  Jar  alone,  then 
the  second  cognition  in  connection  therewith— namely,  the  notion  that  '  I  know  the 
Jar ' — would  also  be  of  the  same  form  j  and  as  such  we  could  not  assert  any  difference 
among  the  aeries  of  cognitions  in  connection  with  any  particular  object.  If  however 
the  first  cognition  were  of  the  form  of  the  cogniser  and  the  cognised,  then  alone,  there 
being  an  accumulation  of  different  forms,  there  would  be  a  difference  among  the 
cognitions  themselves. 
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the  game  form..  And  it  is  for  this  reason  tjiat  the  difference  between  the 
cognition  of  the  jar  and  the  cognition  of  tJiat  (cognition)  is  not  fully  estab- 
lished. It  is  only  in  the  conception  of  the  form  of  the  cognising  cognition 
that  there  can  be  any  accumulation  of  forms. 

113-114.  Where  the  first  conception  appears  in  a  duplicate  form,  and 
this  is  followed  by  a  third  conception  (such  as  "  I  have  that  conception  "), — • 
in  that  case,  this  third  conception  as  well  as  the  former  two  are  both 
manifested ;  and  thus,  there  being  an  augmentation  of  forms,  the  following 
ones  would  differ  from  the  preceding  ones.  And  again,  since  there  is  a 
subsequent  remembrance  of  the  conception  in  the  form  of  the  compre* 
hended  object,  the  comprehending  conception  must  have  been  cognised 
before,  as  such. 

115.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  donot  come  across  any  such  accumu- 
lations of  forms ;  nor  can  the  conception  be  defined,  without  mentioning 
the  object  (of  cognition). 

116.  Therefore  Cognition  by  itself  being  only  one,  "it  is  established 
that  the  difference  in  the  conceptions  is  due  to  a  diversity  among  the  objects 
of  cognition ;  and  as  such  what  business  have  we  to  postulate  another 
form  (for  the  cognition  itself)  ? 

117.  Just  as  between  corporeal  objects  there  is  a  natural  difference, 
«o  too,  in  the  present  case,  though  two  conceptions  may  have  the   simi- 
larity  of  being  incorporeal,   yet,    could    not  these   too  have  a  natural 
difference  between  themselves  ? 

118.  It  is  a  false  assertion  that  after  remembrance,  (the  Conception 
is  inferred  to  be  duplicate).     Because  its  cognition  is  at  that  time  brought 
about  by  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  only. 

119.  You  have  asserted  that "  since  both  the  conception  and  the  com- 
prehended object  are  identical  in  form,  therefore  when  one  is  compre- 
hended, the  other  is  also  comprehended ; "  but  it  is  not  so  ;  and  certainly,  you 
have  not  been  questioned  by  me  simply  to  afford  you  occasion  for  making 
any  wild  assertions  you  like. 

120.  No  one  recognises  the  character  of  both   the  Comprehender 

U6  With  this  commences  the  refutation  of  the  arguments  urged  in  K.  110-114. 
The  meaning  of  the  Karika  is  that  the  cognition  or  conception  is  by  itself  pure  j  and 
its  object  is  an  external  one,  which  however  does  not  assume  the  form  of  the  cogni- 
tion. The  reason,  why  the  object  is  named  in  expressing  a  cognition,  is  that  without 
the  mention  of  the  object  the  cognition  could  not  be  denned. 

u&  "  Another  form" — that  is,  the  duplicate  form,  partaking  of  the  character  of 
the  cogniser  and  the  cognised. 

118  In  fact  there  is  no  remembrance  in  the  case  of  introspection — "The  Jar  has 
been  known  by  me."  The  fact  is  that  when  we  remember  a  Jar,  finding  the 
remembrance  to  be  apparently  inexplicable,  we  assert  it  to  be  due  to  Conception, 
And  it  is  only  with  reference  to  this  conception  that  we  use  such  language  as  (<  I  know 
the  Jar." 

MO  The  Bauddha  holds  all  cognitions  to  Ije  resolved  into  perception ;  hence  he  can 
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and  the  Comprehended,  with  regard  to  one  single  object..  Nor  can  suci 
duplicate  character  be  got  at  by  means  of  Inference ;  specially  when  a] 
conceptions  are  held  to  be  only  forms  of  Sense -Perception. 

121.  It  is  only  one  form  that  is  comprehended;  and  yet  yon  assume  i 
second  j  why  then  cannot  you  assnme  a  thousand  such  forms,  to  be  include* 
in  that  single  conception  ? 

122.  "  But  there  is  a  natural  difference  between  the  Comprehend® 
and  the  Comprehended*"     That  will  only  strengthen  onr  theory.    "  Bu 
not  so;   because  they  are  still  identical  in  their  common  character  o: 
4  conception.1 " 

123.  But,  then,  how  is   it   that  of   one  and  the  same  object,  yoi 
assume  both  difference  and  non-difference  ?    In  so  doing  you  accept  th< 
doctrine  of  the   Sankhya,  liaring  renounced  the  teachings  of  Buddha 
himself. 

124  For  if  the  Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended  be  OEI 
(as  held  by  Buddha),  whence  this  assertion  of  difference  (between  the 
two)  ?  And  if  they  are  different,  how  could  you  assert  them  to  be 
one? 

125.  The  Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended  being  both  identical, 
and  consisting  in  one  and  the  same  conception, — there  could  be  a  concep- 
tion of  only  one  form, — be  it  either  in  that  of  the  Comprehender  (alone), 
or  in  that  of  the  Comprehended  (alone). 

126.  And  then  again,   if    one  of  the  two  (Comprehender    or   the 
Comprehended)  were  suppressed,  the  other  would  also  be  suppressed  (since 
both  are  identical) ;  and  thus  then  there  would  be  an  absence  of  both 
the    constituent    parts  of    a  conception,    which  would  thereby  lose   its 
character  altogether ;  thence  there  would  be  an  absolute  negation  of  it. 

127.  Or  again,  on  account  of  its  non- difference  from  two  mutually 
different  entities  (the  Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended),  the  character 
of  conception  too  would  come  to  be  different, — like  its  own  self.   And  thus 
would  be  established  a  double  entity  (the  Comprehended   object  apart 

never  have  recourse  to  inference,  &c. ;  while  by  perception  alone,  no  one  can  ever 
recognise  the  said  duplicate  character. 

1M  The  8autr«ntikas  and  the  VaibhcisiJeas  hold  that  the  two  are  different  in  them- 
Helves,  while  both  are  no  a- different  from  Conception ;  and  in  this  much,  the  two  may 
be  said  to  be  identical.  x 

184  "  Assert  them  to  te  one  " — as  you  must  do,  in  accordance  wifch  Bauddha'i 
teachings* 

1*5  The  KafiM  thus  expresses  the  reasoning  in  the  syllogistic  form :  "  The  Com* 
prehended  and  the  Comprehender,  have  only  one  character,  because  both  are  identical 
with  Conception,  which  is  uniform  ;  and  thus  bofch  being  of  only  one  form,  the  Concep- 
tion too  would  be  in  the  form  of  the  Comprehended  alone,  or  in  that  of  the  Comprehen- 
der only." 

Ml  "Like  it$^ownself" — *,«,,  just  aa  it  has  the  character  of  the  Comprehended, 
it  n^uat  be  different  from  tfce  Comprehender. 
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from  the  Conception  comprehending  it,  which  yon  sought  to  disprove, 
and  which  is  all  that  we  seek  to  establish). 

128.  If,  however,  it  be  only  as  a  matter  of  convention  that  you  name 
these  entities  "Jnana";  then  that  may  be  so.     Or  the   word   'Jnana,* 
when  applied  to  the  object,  may  be  explained  as  "  that  which  is  known  " 
[the  affix  having  an  objective  force]  ;  and  when  applied  to  Cognition,  the 
affix"  may  be  explained  as  either  the  Nominal  or  the  Instrumental  (in  the 
former  case,  the  meaning  being  'knowledge/  in  the  latter,   'that  by 
which  anything  is  cognised'). 

129.  In  any  case,  the  duality  of  existence  (in  the  shape  of  Compre- 
hension and  the  Comprehended)  has  been  established ;  and  such  being  the 
case,  you  may  make  use  of  whatever  words  you  like ;  and  we  have  got 
nothing  to  say  against  the  word* 

130.  If  it  is  urged  that — "  though  there  is  a  difference  (between  the 
Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended)  yet  the  Comprehended  may  only  be 
in  the  form  of  another  conception  (and  not  any  external  object  as  you  take 
it)," — then,  we  ask,  what  is  the  ground  for  holding  the  Comprehended 
Cognition  to  be  a  Cognition  at  all  ?     If  for  such  grounds  you  urge  only 
those  that  have  been  explained  above  (in  K.  128),  then  we  also  accept 
them. 

131.  There  is  however  no  such  character  as  "  Jnina"  (Conception 
or  Cognition)  that  extends  over  both  (the  Comprefander  and  the  Compre- 
hended) ;  and   as    for  any  such   distinct  class  as  "  Jnana/"  you  do  not 
accept  any  (class  apart  from  the  individuals). 

132.  And  even  if  there  were  any  such  class  as  u  Jnana  "  distinct/ 
from    both  (the   Comprehender  and   the   Comprehended) 9 — then   (in  that 
case)  to  these  two,  the  character  of  Jnana  could  never  belong.    And  thus 
there  being  a    total  absence  of   the    form    (or    character)  thereof  (of 
Jnana),  there  would  result  an  absolute  negation  of  Jnana  . 

133.  Then\  again,  (in  the  case  of  Jnana  being  something  distinct 
from  the  Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended),  it  could  be  related  to  each 
of  these,  either  one  by  one,  or  as  pervading  over  each  in  its  entirety  j  in  any 
case,  jit  would  be  open  to  the  fault  of  being  made  up  of  constituent  parts — 
a  fault  that  is  urged  against  the  Vai^eshlkas. 

134.  The  objections  that  have  been  urged  by  the  Bauddhas  against 
the  Class-theory,  would  also  apply  to  the  theory  that  the  Class  "  Concep- 
tion "  bears  a  definite  relation  to  two  mutually  different  conceptions  (one 
following  after  the  other) . 

135.  If  ftgain  the  class  "Conception"  be  said  to  be  identical  with 

1*8  if  you  accept  any  of  these  explanations  we  have  nothing  to  Bay  against  you, 
1M  If  the  class  'Jnana*  were  distinct  from  both    the  Comprehender  and  the 

Comprehended,  then,  these  two  could  not  have  the  character  of  Jnana;  hence  the 

application  of  this  name  to  them  would  only  he  a  misnomer* 

M  Is  tho  class  related  to  the   "whola  of   each  individual,  or  docg  the  one  chits 


164s  £LOKAYlRTIKA. 

these  two,  then  tlie  aforesaid  (Karika  127)  difference  would  apply  to 
your  case.  And  as  for  the  theories  of  "  Similarity  "  (between  the  Indivi- 
dual and  the  Class)  and  "  Apoha  "  (negation  of  the  contradictory),  these 
will  be  met  and  refuted  later  on. 

136.  But  as  there  is  no  other  substance  (than  conception),  even  an 
"  Apoha  "  can  not  be  possible  for  you.    Because  for  the  Idealist,  there  is  no 
such  tbing  as  "  non-Idea  "   (or  non- Concept  ion)  that  could  be  said  to  be 
negatived  (by  the  "Apoha"). 

137.  Then  again,  the  negation  of  a  negative  factor  is  in  no  way 
possible.   (Granted  that  it  is  so,  even  then)  this  negative  factor  would  be  a 
substance  other  (than  the  Idea)  ;  as  the  character  of  a  substance  would 
doubtless  belong  to  it  on  account  of  its  being  an  object  of  negation. 

138.  Thus  then,   if  an  Idea  (or  Conception)  were  held  to  be  the 
negation  of    non-Idea,  you    would  have  a   new   substance   other   (than 
the  Idea).    If  you  urge  that   "the  negation  would  be  only  an  assumed 
one   (and  so  no  new  substance  would  have  to  be  accepted),"  we  deny  this, 
because  there  can  be  no  assumption  of  that  which  can  never  exist. 

139.  Your  assumed   "  non-  Idea "   too  would    only"  be    an    "Idea" 
partaking   of   the  character  of    "  non-Cognition,"   and    hence    it    would 
be  "  Idea'1  alone  that  would  be  held  to  be  the  object  of  negation. 

140.  And  certainly,   in   any  theory  of    "  Class,"   there  can  be  no 
negation  of  the  object   (or  class)    by  itself.     For  never  can  there  be  a 
negation  of  a  tree  by  the  tree  itself. 

141.  If  the  Idea  itself  were   to  be  negatived,  then  you  could  trot 
establish  your  own  "  Idea."     For  the  character  of  a  tree  cannot  belong 
to  other  objects,  such  as  the  jar  and  the  like,  which  are  negatived  by  the 
11  tree/' 

142.  Thus  then,  it  would  be  a  "  non-Idea  "  (or  non-Conception)  alone 
that  would  be  a  real  entity ;  and  thence  would  there    be  an  Identity  (of 
the    Comprehended    with    the     Comprehender).    And    what     substratum 
would  this  notion  of  "  non-Conception  "  have  ? 

143.  For  you  cannot  admit  of  any  such  object  of  comprehension  as 
"non-Conception,"  free  from  all  touch  of  "Conception"  (or  Idea)  itself. 
Objection  :  "  But,  since  it  is  only  a  substance  (other  than  the  Idea)  that  we 

permeate  through  alithe  individuals?  If  the  first,  then  there  is  a  difference  between 
the  individuals  and  the  class;  while  in  the  second  case,  it  would  be  necessary  for 


the   class    to    have   parts,  in  absence   thereof   it  could  not  permeate  through 

tinriivitf3«i«1«  ° 


individuals. 


all 


*    «!*1T?  ^^  ^  negati™d  b^  Ideas>   fche  character  o£  "Idea"  could  not  belong 
to  the  Idea,— an  absurdity.  ft 

W»  You  do  not  admit  of  any  entity  save  that  of  "Idea";  and  certainly,  thig 
could  not  be  the  substratum  of  non-Conception. 

l«  In  the  second  half,  the  Buddhist  urges  that  he  does  not  donv  Negation,  but 
only  all  enhances  other  tha.u  the  Idea. 
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deny,  why  could  not  we  comprehend  the  negation  of  the    suhstance 
denied  ?  " 

144.  (We  reply).    One  who   does  not  comprehend  positive  entities 
(like  the  hill,   &c.),  what  can  be  said  of  him  with  regard  to  (the  Compre- 
hension of)  negations  ?  And  as  for  the  fact  of  having  an  end  in  itself,  it 
is  equally  common  to  both   (the  Conception  of  a  positive  and  that  of  a 
negative  entity). 

145.  Therefore  (in  any  Idea)  the  object  of  comprehension  could  be 
either  another  "  Idea,"  or  the  self  of  the  same  Idea ;  and  how  could  we 
ever  recognise  a  contradictory  entity  (such  as  non-  Conception)  to  be  the 
object  of  the  comprehension  (of  a  Conception)  ? 

146.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  "  heat,"  there  can  be  no  conception  of 
"non-heat,"  so  too  there  can  be  no  conception  of  " non- Conception  "  with 
regard  to  a  "  Conception."     For  these  reasons,  if  there  were  no  other 
substance  than  the  Idea,  there  could  be  no  object  of  negation. 

147.  For  these  reasons,  then,  we  conclude  that  the  character  of  the 
"Idea  "  cannot  belong  equally  to  the  Comprehended  and  the  Gomprehender  ; 
and  hence  it  must  be  held  to  belong  to  one  of  them  only. 

148-49.  Then  too,  we  hold  this  character  (of  Idea)  to  belong  to  the 
Comprehender  only;  since  this  is  admitted  by  both  of  us.  And  when 
the  duality  of  objects  has  been  proved,  names  may  be  given  to  them  in 
accordance  with  oue's  choice  :  Both  may  be  called  "  Idea,"  or  both  may 
be  called  "  Object,"  or  even  the  Object  may  be  called  the  "  Compre- 
hender." 

149-50.  Since  Ideas  do  not  appear  simultaneously,  therefore  two 
Ideas  cannot  have  between  themselves  the  relation  of  the  "  Conceived  " 
(object)  and  the  "  means  of  Conception  "  (as  held  by  the  Idealist) — this  is 
what  has  been  asserted  (by  the  Bhashya)  in  the  passage  referred  to:  "It 
(Idea)  is  momentary,  &c"  Therefore  the  object  (of  Cognition)  must  be 
something  other  (than  the  Idea  itself* ) 

J50-5L  Even  when  the  two  Ideas  appear  simultaneously,  in  as 
much  as  they  are  independent  of  each  other,  there  is  an  absence  of  any 
such  relation  (between  the  two  Ideas)  as  that  between  the  "  Conceived  " 
(object)  and  the  "  means  of  Conception;  "  because  both  (Ideas)  are  equally 
devoid  of  action  and  instrumentality, 

I**  The  Bauddha  denies  positive  entities,  such  as  the  Mountain,  the  Kiver,  and 
the  like,  which,  however,  are  comprehensible  by  all  men.  Under  the  circumstances, 
how  can  he  comprehend  a  Negation  ?  If  the  Banddha  nrges  that  his  Conception  has 
an  end  in  itself,  and  as  snoh,  there  is  nothing  impossible  in  the  comprehension  of  a 
Negation, — we  reply,  that  this  is  equally  applicable  to  the  comprehension  of  positive 
fntities ;  why  then,  ahould  yon  deny  these  latter  ? 

U8.49  «  Admitted  by  loth  of  us  "  :  the  Bauddha  attributes  the  character  of  "  Idea  "  to 
the  Comprehended  as  well  -as  to  the  Comprehender ;  and  it  is  to  the  former  alone  that 
such  character  is  attributed  by  the  MmiFmska,  Thus  then  in  the  matter  of  the  Com- 
d)  there  is  au  agreement. 
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151-52.  It  is  the  Conjunction  (or  relation)  of  the  Object  and  the 
Idea  with  regard  to  a  Conception — that  is  known  as  the  "relation of 
cause  and  effect " ;  and  we  do  nofc  come  across  such  (causal  relation)  any- 
where else. 

152-53.  And  again,  in  the  case  of  the  right  and  left  horns  of  an 
animal  (two  objects  appearing  simultaneously),  there  can  be  no  such  fixed 
rule  as  that  '  this  is  the  effect,  and  that  the  cause ' ;  nor  can  both  be 
both,  because  that  would  lead  to  the  fault  of  "reciprocity/1 

153-54*.  And  people  knowing  the  real  character  of  the  causal  rela- 
tion, do  not  define  it  as  mere  concomitance,  independently  of  all  notion  of 
Sequence. 

154-55.  (Conversely  also)  we  find  that  though,  at  times,  the  cow 
would  follow  the  horse,  this  mere  Sequence  could  not  constitute  causal 
relation.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  two  moments  (of  Cognition),  when 
appearing  in  different  series  of  Cognitions,  though  occurring  simultane- 
ously,— and  also  in  the  case  of  the  different  properties  of  the  jar  (though 
occurring  simultaneously), — (there  can  be  no  causal  relation.) 

155-56.  For  these  reasons,  an  entity  can  be  said  to  be  the  effect  of 
another,  only  when  the  former  is  such  that  it  can  come  about  only  when 
the  latter  has  already  existed. 

156-57.  You  have  brought  forward  the  case  of  the  lamp  and  tie  light 
omitted  by  it,  as  the  instance  of  the  simultaneity  of  the  cause  and  the  effect. 
Bufc  in  this  case  also,  there  is  a  minute  point  of  time  (intervening  between 
the  appearance  of  the  lamp  and  that  of  the  light)  j  though  this  is  impercep- 
tible ;  just  as  is  the  case  with  the  piercing  (with  a  needle)  of  the  hundred 
petals  of  the  lotus. 

158,  The  same  refutation  would  also  apply,  even  if  you  assert  the 
simultaneity  of  the  two  parts  (of  Cognition,  i.e.,  the  Comprehended  and  the 
Comprehended) 

158-59.  Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  "  by  means  of  a  transference  of 
potentialities,  the  substratification  would  be  gradual  " ;  because  in  that  case, 
the  object  of  Comprehension  would  have  passed  away,  and  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  assert  (its)  identity  (with  the  present  notion). 

iiU6  That  is,  when  there  is  a  necessary  and  invariable  sequence  between  the  two. 

168  The  reasons  that  have  been  urged,  in  the  refutation  of  the  definition  of  mere 
simultaneity  constituting  the  causal  relation. 

Itt-W  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this :  "  Granted  that  there  is  no  simultaneity 
between  the  Comprehender  and  the  Comprehended ;  it  may  be  tha,t  they  may  appear, 
one  after  the  other  j  and  thus  the  one  that  goes  before  may  be  the  Comprehended 
object  of  that  which  follows ;  and  though  by  the  time  that  the  latter  appears,  the 
former  will  have  passed  away,  yet  it  will  surely  hare  left  traces  of  its  potentialities 
upon  the  latter.  The  latter  Conception  is  brought  about  by  means  of  the  impressions 
left  by  the  former  Conception^  which  thus  conies  to  be  Comprehended  by  it.51  The 
aenae  of  the  reply  is  that  that  which  has  passed  away  can  never  be  Comprehended  a« 
c<  present ;"  aud  hence,  no  Comprchtiisiou  of  a  foregone  Conception  is  possible. 
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159»6L  What  is  comprehended  by  Memory,  too,  is  only  the  Com- 
prehended Object,  as  intermixed  with  its  past  character ;  and  the  same^conld 
be  said  in  the  present  case  also  (if  things  were  to  be  as  you  assert;  them  to 
be).  In  a  dream  however,  it  can  never  be  so;  because  dream-conscious- 
ness is  always  false ;  as  in  a  dream  that  which  is  not  present  is  cognised 
as  present ;  and  this  must  be  a  mistaken  notion,  because  it  is  always  set. 
aside  by  a  contradictory  Cognition  (in  the  waking  state).  But  there  is  no 
such  mistake  in  the  present  case  (of  ordinary  Conception). 

161-62.  Therefore,  of  all  ideas  of  Sense-perception,  the  past  cannot 
be  said  to  be  the  object ;  simply  because  it  is  past ;  exactly  like  the  opera- 
tions of  these  (Ideas)  in  past  lives*  Or  the  fact  of  these  *  not  being  Cog- 
nised  as  such  (as  past) '  may  be  laid  down  as  the  Reason;  the  instance  (in 
this  case)  being  "  future  entities." 

163.  Even  if  it  be  the  past,  what  proof  have  yon  got  for  the  asser- 
tion that £  it  is  not  an  Object  but  a  Conception  '? 

163-64.  The  past  Conception  that  you  have  assumed  to  be  the 
object  of  Comprehension  (by  the  present  Conception), — is  ifc  of  the  form  of 
the  Qomprehender,  or  of  that  of  the  Comprehended,  or  of  loth  ?  If  it  be 
of  the  form  of  the  Comprehended  alone,  then  it  comes  to  be  a  pure  Object 
for  you,  only  in  a  different  name. 

165-66.  And  in  as  much  as  it  is  not  cognised  at  any  time  except  its 
own  (in  the  past),  there  could  not  be  any  transference  of  energy  (or 
potentiality).  Jusfc  as  there  can  be  no  such  transference  from  a  Conception 
that  has  not  yet  appeared,  or  from  one  occurring  in  another  series,  so  in 
the  same  manner,  there  can  be  no  transference  from  a  Conception  which 
is  not  strongly  realised,  and  which  disappears  as  soon  as  it  is  produced. 

166-67.  If  (secondly),  the  past  Cognition  were  in  the  form  of  the 
Comprehender  alone,  then  it  could  never  have  the  character  of  the  Oompre* 
bended;  and  then  in  comparison  with  (and  with  reference  to)  what  would 
it  be  the  Comprehends*  ? 

167-68.  As  for  the  duplicate  form  of  Conception,  it  has  already 
been  refuted  (K.  64  et.  seq.)  And  (if  a  Conception  were  to  have  such 

mjilt  The  objector  urges  that  in  a  dream,  past  events  are  Cognised  as  present ; 
and  is  met  by  the  argument  that  Bream-Cognition  is  always  mistaken  j  and  as  such, 
cannot  be  admitted  as  an  instance  of  Right  Notion. 

161-ea  The  reasoning  is  put  into  the  syllogistic  form.  "  Past  lives" :  jnst  as  past 
lives  are  not  objects  of  Cognition  in  the  present  birth.  Tho  second  syllogistic  argument 
is  this : "  Ideas  of  Sense-perception  do  not  comprehend  past  objects  j  because  these 
are  not  cognised  as  such  j  like  future  objects/' 

WS-W  There  is  another  discrepancy  in  this  alternative  :  In  Impression  is  only  such 
as  has  comprehended  its  object ;  and  the  former  Conception  is  solely  in  the  form  of  an 
object  of  Comprehension.  Consequently,  prior  to  the  appearance  of  the  latter  Concep- 
tion, (of  which  alone  the  former  could  be  the  object),  the  former  could,  in  no  way 
be  Cognised.  And  as  such,  it  could  not  transfer  its  potentialities,  in  the  shape  of 
impressions ;  and  in  the  absence  of  this  transference,  we  cosld  not  hare  th«  latter 
conception  comprehending  the  former* 
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a  [duplicate  character)  it  would  also  be  ordinarily  recognised  as  such 
(which  is  not  the  case) ;  and  even  if  such  were  the  case,  the  latter  Con- 
ception  would  not  stand  in  need  of  another  (foregoing  Conception  as  the 
Comprehended  object),  for  its  full  cognisance. 

168-69.  If  you  hold  that  a  Conception  has  the  duplicate  form  (of 
the  Oomprehender  and  the  Comprehended),  then  all  right  notions  would  end 
in  the  Conception  itself  (as  you  declare  that  the  Conception  cognises 
itself)  ;  and  hence,  the  past  could  never  be  an  object  of  the  Conception.  If 
(the  latter  Conception  were)  of  the  same  form  as  the  former  (Conception, 
which,  you  assert;  to  be  the)  object  of  Comprehension,  then  (of  the  latter 
Conception)  the  very  character  of  the  Gomprehender  would  disappear. 

170.  And  if  it  were  solely  in  the  form  of  the  Compreliender,  then 
there  would  be  no  object  (of  Comprehension)  ;  because  there  is  no  similarity 
between  the  two.    And  as  for  the  transference  of  potentialities  (urged  by 
you),  we  never  come  across  any  such  transference. 

171.  And  the  absence  of  any  such  transference  of  potentialities,  in 
accordance  with  your  theory  (of  Momentary  Ideas),  has  been  proved  (by 
us,  in  the  Section  on  "  Niralambana-Vada.") 

171-72.  In  the  case  of  Ideas  occurring  in  the  same  series,  we  must 
deny  the  relation  (between  them)  of  Cause  and  Effect,  as  also  the  relation 
of  the  Impressor  and  the  Impressed, — because  they  are  Ideas, — just  like 
Ideas  occuring  in  different  series  (of  Cognitions). 

172-74  Therefore  that  which  is  the  Gompreliender  (of  colour  f.i. )  must 
be  different  from  its  object,  ( colour), — because  the  conception  of  one  is  not 
always  accompanied  by  that  of  the  other  j — as  f.i.  the  Comprehenders  of 
taste,  <fcc.  Similarly  the  Comprehended  object  is  different  from  the  Goinpre* 
bending  (Idea) ; — because  one  who  conceives  of  the  one  does  not  necessarily 
conceive  of  the  other;— /.i  the  Comprehenders  of  taste  &c. 

174-75.  Thus  then,  the  two  factors  (the  Comprehender  and  the  Compre- 
hended) must  be  concluded  to  be  different, — like  taste,  &G,  ; — because  they 
are  never  conceived  as  identical; — as,  f.i.,  the  conceptions  occurring  in 
another  series. 

175-76.  Again,  an  Idea  can  not  comprehend  any  portion  of  itself ; — be- 
cause of  its  originating  in  an  Idea ;— like  its  own  potentiality  (i.e.,  Vfoand) ; 
(and  for  the  same  reason)  there  is  a  denial  of  the  comprehensibility  of  an 

170.  If  the  latter  conception  were  solely  in  the  form  of  the  Compehender,  then  the 
former  could  not  be  its  object  j  because  the  two  would  be  dissimilar — one  being  the 
Comprehender,  and  the  other  being  the  Compehended  j  and  all  Objectivity  is  based  upon 
Similarity.  "  Process  "—since  no  such  process  is  possible  for  an  Idea  or  Conception, 
which  the  Bauddha  holds  to  be  a  non-entity. 

171.18.  Now  follows  a  series  of  syllogisms. 

116JW.  The  Bauddha  holds  that  an  Idea  originates  from  an  immediately'  preceding 
Idea;  and  it  is  an  admitted  fact  that  that  which  originates  in  an  Idea  cannot  Compre- 
hend itself;  as  for  instance,  the  Impressions  produced  by  an  Idea,  which  are  never 
capable  of  being  Comprehended  by  themselves. 
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Idea  (by  itself) ;  because  Impressions  are  not  equipped  with  a  duplicate 
character  (that  of  the  Oomprehender  and  the  Comprehended). 

176-77.  Oaitra's  conception  cannot  be  the  means  of  the  cognition 
of  the  comprehensible  part  of  the  conception  occurring  in  the  same 
series; — because  it  is  a  conception; — just  as  a  conception  occurring  in 
another  body  (of  another  man),  cannot  be  the  Comprehender  thereof, 
(t.e.,  of  Caitra's  conception). 

177-79.  In  the  same  manner  is  to  be  explained  the  refutation  of  the 
duplicate  capability  of  conceptions.  We  admit  of  a  multiplicity  of  facul- 
ties elsewhere  (e.g^  in  Atma),  because  such  is  proved  by  other  means  of 
right  notion.  Whereas  in  the  present  case  (of  conception)  there  is  no 
ground  for  asserting  such,  multiplicity  of  capabilities.  And  for  these 
reasons  we  do  not  accept,  as  valid,  the  fact  of  your  theory  being  simpler 
and  acceptable  to  both  us  (which  you  have  urged  in  support  of  the  theory 
of  the  form  belonging  to  the  Idea,  and  not  to  any  external  object). 

179-80.  There  is  another  reason  too — that  since  conception  is  the 
means  of  comprehending  the  object,  therefore  it  (conception)  must  be 
itself  comprehended  before  the  comprehension  of  the  object;  but  this 
reasoning  is  unsound,  because  the  case  of  the  sense-organs — the  eye,  &c. — 
affords  an  instance  to  the  contrary. 

180-81.  Then  again,  it  has  been  urged  that  since  the  conception  is 
not  repressed,  it  must  be  comprehended  as  soon  as  it  is  produced.  But, 
on  this,  we  urge  that  the  Conception  could  not  be  comprehended  by  itself 
(for  reasons  urged  above );  and  none  other  (that  would  comprehend  it), 
has  till  then  b^en  produced ;  hence,  in  the  absence  of  any  means  of  Com- 
prehension, it  could  not  be  comprehended  (as  urged). 

182.  If  there  were  no  '  Idea/  then  we  could  not,  in  any  other  way, 
explain  the   existence  of  objects ;  hence  it  is  that  after   (the  object  has 
been  perceived),  we  form  an  idea  (of  the  Idea)  as  the  means  of  a  right 
notion  (of  the  perceived  object). 

183.  The  mere  fact  of  non-reppression  by  something  else  cannot  lead 
to  the  Comprehension  of  anything.    As  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  absence 

171.79  « in  fhe  same  manner, " — ».«.,  "  A  conception  cannot  have  a  double  faculty, 
because  It  originates  in  a  conception,— like  Impressions.'*  "  Simplicity", — we  parfc 
company  from  you  when  you  sacrifice  evidence  to  simplicity ;  and  certainly  "  Gaurava  " 
ifl  no  fault,  when,  supported  by  proofs:  " Pmmanavantyadrishtani  ~kalpyani  aw6a- 
hunyapi" 

The  eye  is  the  means  of  cognising  colour  ;  and  certainly,  the  Eye,  as  an  organ,  ia 
not  necessarily  Comprehended,  always,  before  the  Comprehension  of  colour.  Therefore 
the  mere  fact  of  the  Idea  being  a  means  of  Comprehension,  cannot  afford  sufficient 
ground  for  holding  its  own  prior  Comprehension. 

W%  The  Author  explains  how  the  Comprehension  of  the  "Idea"  is  got  at.  He 
means  to  say  that,  if  there  were  no  Idea,  we  could  not  explain  objects  as  we  see  them. 
Consequently,  it  is  through  "  Apparent  Inconsistency,"  that  we  assume  the  existence 
of  Ideas. 
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of  a  fully  efficient  cause,  even  a  (solid)  object  is  not  perceived  (of  com- 
prehended). 

184*  While  functioning  towards  the  Comprehension  of  the  Object 
the  Idea  does  not  approach  itself  (i.e.,  does  not  render  itself  compre- 
hensible). Hence,  though  the  Idea  is  the  illuminator  (or  the  means  of  the 
Comprehension  of  other  things),  jet  for  its  own  Comprehension,  it  stands 
in  need  of  something  else. 

185,  Or,  the  illuminative  character  (of  the  Idea)  may  be  »aid  to 
consist  only  of  the  Comprehension  of  the  object ;  and  there  is  no  Compre- 
hension (by  itself)  of  (the  Idea)  itself;  hence  it  cannot  be  its  own 
illuminator  (or  manif ester) . 

186*87.  As  in  the  case  of  the  "Eye,  <fcc.,  we  find  that,  though  endowed 
with  an  illuminative  character,  they  have  their  illuminativeness  restricted 
to  (their  specific  objects)  colour,  form,  <fcc., — so,  we  would  have  the  fiame 
restriction,  in  the  present  case  also :  via. :  the  illuminativeness  (of  the 
Idea)  would  affect  the  external  object,  and  not  (the  Idea)  itself;  for 
the  simple  reason  that  it  is  incapable  of  doing  so  (i.e.,  of  manifesting 
itself  or  leading  to  its  own  Comprehension.) 

J87-88.  "  If  one  (Idea)  were  to  be  comprehended  by  another  (Idea), 
then  there  would  be  no  end  of  (such  Ideas — one  comprehending  the  other). 
^Finding  that  there  is  remembrance  of  such  and  such  (Cognitions),  we 
must  admit  that  all  such  Cognitions  in  a  series  are  definitely  compre- 
hended. If  however  all  these  were  comprehended  by  a  single  Cognition, 
then,  tne  comprehension  of  all  would  be  explicable  by  that  alone  (and 
it  would  not  be  necessary  to  assume  an  endless  series  of  Cognitions)/' 

189.  Your  assertion  that  "there  is  a  remembrance  of  each  of  the 
Cognitions  in  a  Series"  is  opposed  to  ordinary  experience.  For  no  ordi- 
nary person  ever  remembers  any  such  Series  of  Cognitions. 

190-91.  (The  ordinary  experience  is  that)  when  such  objects  as  the 
jar  and  the  like,  have  been  Comprehended,  soon  after  this,  there  follows, 
through.  Apparent  Inconsistency,  the  frequent  recognition  of  certain  concep- 
tions ;  and  this  recognition  goes  on  until  one  becomes  tired  of  it;  and  hence 
subsequently,  it  would  be  only  so  many  Cognitions,  that  would  be  remem- 
bered (and  not  an  endless  series  of  them).  And  as  for  any  remembrance, 
prior  to  such  recognition,  of  Cognitions,  it  would  be  like  the  remembrance 
of  the  child  of  a  childless  woman  (i.e ,  an  impossibility). 

192.  The  notion  of  remembrance  that  enters  into  the  element  of 
the  subsequent  Cognitions,  is  a  mistaken  one;  because  it  is  (really)  only 
ft  remeno/brance  of  the  object  (and  not  of  the  Cognition).  And  it  is 

184  Being  engaged  in  manifesting  the  object,  it  cannot,  at  the  same  time,  manifest 
itself,  Siuee  two  independent  functions  can  never  operate  simultaneously. 

1*5*  It  is  tlie  object  that  is  remembered ;  and  as  this  could  never  be  explicable 
•without  a  former  cognition,  therefore  the  latter  has  to  be  assumed,  through  "  Apparent 
Inconsistency ." 
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tkis  (remembrance  of  the  object)  that  leads  to  the  cognisance  of  a  previ- 
ous Cognition. 

193.  The  recognition   of   the   Series  of  Cognitions  would  continue 
only  so  long  as  one  is  not  tired  of  it,  even  if  the  preparations  for  its  conti- 
nuance be  ou  a  grand  scale.     And  there  is  sure  to    be   a   break,  either 
through  fatigue,  or  predilection,  or  contact  with  something  else ; — just  as 
there  is  in  the  case  of  objects. 

194.  As  for  '*  the  remembrance  of  such  and  such  "  that  haa  been  men* 
tioned  (in  K.  188) ; — if  this  refers  to  the  first  cognition,  then  there  would 
he  a  Comprehension  of  that  one  alone;  aoidjaifl  such  there  would   be  no 
"  endlessness*" 

195.  If   however  the  remembrance  belonged  to    every  one  of   the 
Cognitions  (ia  a  Series),  then  we  would  have  to  accept  an  equal  number  of 
Comprehensions  as  well, — and  as  such  who  could  -get  aside  the  series  (even, 
though  endless)  when  they  would  be  iu  due  accord  with  reason  ? 

196.  If  it  be  assumed  that  "  they  {£.«.,  the  endless   remembrances) 
have  all   got  the  first  Cognition  for  their  object,"  then  the  differences, 
among  the  Cognitions  (of  the  series)  coming  one  after  Jtie  other,  would 
not  be  possible. 

197.  For  one,  who  holds  that  all  conceptions  have  Cognitions  for 
their  objects,  the  distinction  between  the  Conception  of  the  jar  and  the 
Cognition  of  this  conception,  is  scarcely  possible. 

198.  And  just  as  such  a  theorist,  when  remembering  a  conception, 
remembers  it  aa  devoid  of  any  form, — so,  when  remembering  a  pre-cog- 
nised  object,  he  would  remember  this  also  as  devoid  of  any  form, 

199.  When  the  remembrance  follows  on  the  wake  of  a  conception,  it  is 
because  the  conception  (or  Idea)  is  the  means  of  (ascertaining)  the  exis- 
tence of  the  object,  and  not  because  the  conception  is  comprehended. 

W*  In  the  case  of  an  object,  perceived  by  the  eye,  for  instance,  we  find  that  there 
is  a  cognition  of  the  object,  only  so  long  as  the  Bye  ia  not  tired,  or  the  persou  himself 
does  nob  desire  to  withdraw  to  other  objects,  or  until  no  other  object  appears  on  the 
scene.  The  same  is  the  case  with  the  Comprehension  of  cogtiitiona  ;  and  hence  there 
never  conld  be  an  endless  series  of  cognitions. 

Ist  The  expression  conld  apply  either  to  the  complete  Series,  or  to  the  first  unit 
alone.  The  former  alternative  has  been  refuted  in  K.  190-91,  et.  se%* 

198  The  series  is  made  up  of  the  first  Cognition  of  the  jar,  the  Cognition  of  this 
Cognition,  and  so  on  ad  infi.  And  certainly  there  is  a  certain  difference  among  these. 
No  each  difference  could  be  possible,  if  every  one  of  the  endless  Cognitions,  had  the 
same  Cognition  for  its  object. 

19*  The  Bauddha  ascribes  a  form  to  the  Conception  ;  and  yet  he  says  that  when 
remembering  it,  he  remembers  it  as  devoid  of  form.  So  in  the  case  06  the  Cognition 
of  objects  also,  the  remembrance  would  be  devoid  of  all  form, — whitjh  is  an  absurdity, 

W*  It  has  been  urged  by  the  Banddha  that,  because  Rememberauce  is  found  to 
follow  on  Conception,  therefore  it  is  the  Conception  that  is  comprehended.  The 
Karika  refutes  this  view  by  declaring  that  we  have  Rememberances  following  npoa 
Conceptions  because  it  ia  only  through  such  Conceptious  that  we  can  have  any  idea 
of  objects. 
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200.  "  Proximity  "  and  "  Relativity  "  (that  have  been  urged  by  tie 
Banddha  as  reasons  for  the  Comprehensibility  of  the  Conception  based 
upon  its  identity  with  the  form  of  the  object)  are  precluded  (from  the  Con- 
ception)  because  of  the  impossibility  of  the  Comprehensibility  (of  Concep- 
tions.)    Or  the  two  factors  (of  Proximity  and  Relativity)  could  be  said  to 
be  based  on  the  relationship  of  the  object  and  subject  ( subsisting  between 
the   Object  and  the  Conception)  ;  and  as  such  what  good  would  result  from 
their  non-disjunction  of  place  (i.e.,  identity)  ? 

201.  It  has  been  nrged  (by  the  Bauddha)  that  no  form  of  an  object 
could  be  possible  in  the  case  of  a  mistaken  Cognition  ;  but  we  have  already 
proved  (in  the  Section  on  Nir&lambanavllda')  that  in  some  cases  (of  mis- 
taken Cognition)   we  have  only  instances  of  the  perversion  of  time  and 
place. 

2J2.  Even  Cognitions  other  than  those  of  Sense-perception  are 
brought  about  by  means  of  past  and  future  objects,— -both  during  the 
existence  and  non-existence  of  Impressions. 

203.  In  the  case  of  the  object  that  has  never  been,  or  never  will  be, 
comprehended, — there  being  no  impressions,  how  could  the  Bauddha  too, 
have  any  Cognition  ? 

204.  If,    even  in   the    absence  of  Impressions,   Cognitions  were  to 
appear ;  then  that  would  contradict  the  causal  efficiency  of  Impressions, 
which  is  accepted  by  you, 

i 

*»  The  Bauddha  argues  thug :  "  The  object  Slue  is  not  different  from  its  cogni- 
tion ;  because  there  can  be  no  Cognition  of  anything  that  is  not  identical  with  the 
Cognition  itself.  And  again,  if  there  be  no  relation,  there  can  be  no  Comprehensibility. 
According  to  us,  however,  the  form  of  the  object  is  close  to,  and  identical  with,  cogni- 
tions ;  and  it  is  on  account  of  this  that  it  is  comprehensible."  To  this  the  Karika 
offer*  the  reply  that  both  the  Proximity  and  the  Relativity  (of  the  form  of  the  object 
with  the  Cognition)  become  precluded  from  the  Cognition,  simply  because  this  latter  can- 
not be  the  object  of  comprehension.  Therefore  you  must  accept  the  comprehension  of  a 
form  of  the  object,  which  is  neither  related  to,  nor  in  close  proximity  with,  Cognition. 
Or  again,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  such  identity,  (between  the  Cognition  and  the 
form  of  the  objectj,  we  could  assert  the  proximity  and  relativity  of  these  two,  to  be 
based  upon  the  relation  of  the  object  and  'subject,  which  subsists  between  them. 
*'  Non-distinction  of  place  "  is  identity ;  and  «  objectivity  "  is  the  character  of  bearing 
the  result  of  Cognitions ;  and  this  latter  is  the  definition  of  "Comprehensibility,"  of 
which  no  other  definition  is  possible. 

801  A  wrong  Cognition  is  only  one  of  an  object,  in  a  place  and  at  a  time  other 
than  the  correct  ones  ;  and  it  can  never  be  possible  for  any  Cognitions,  right  or  wrong, 
to  affect  such  objects,  and  such  regions  of  time  and  place,  as  are  not  known  to  the 
agent.  ^ 

2W  Remembrances  and  Dreams  occur  only  when  there  are  impressions  j  but  Infer- 
ential Knowledge  is  attainable,  through  premises,  even  in  the  absence  of  impres- 
sions. 

803  Because  the  Bauddha  asserts  the  forms  of  Cognitions  to  be  due  to  the  impres- 
sions left  by  previous  Cognitions. 

W*  You  hold  that  coguitions  are  always  due  to  Impressions  ;  and  this  theory  would 
be  contradicted, 
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205.  And  if  there  be  any  impressions  in  that  case  also,  then,   these 
must  have  been  preceded  by  a  cognition  (if  not  in  this  life,  at  least  in 
some  former  life) ;  and  such  being  the  case,    the  object  (to  which  the 
impressions  belong)   must  have  been   cognised  before  at  some  place    or 
other  (so  that  this  Cognition,  at  some  distant  date,  must  have  given  birth 
to  the  impressions  in  question), 

206.  Thus  then,  it  is  nofc  proper  ever  to  assert  the  absolute  non-exis- 
tence of  an  object  (with  reference  to  a  Cognition).     And  on  account  of 
the  inexplicability  (of  strange  dreams  and  impressions,  without  external 
objects),  it  becomes  established  that  the  object  (dreamt  of)  had  existed 
(and  had  been  cognised)  (at  least)  in  some  previous  birth. 

207.  Sometimes  it  happens  that  'Cognitions  appear  in  an  incorrect 
form  ;  but  this  is  due  to  certain  discrepancies  in  the  cognitions  themselves. 
In  the  case  of  the  earth   &c.,  however,  their  forms   would    be  cognised 
only  through  themselves  (and  not  as  based  on  Cognitions). 

208.  Barring  these  (objects  like  the  Earth,  &c.),   we  cannot  ascribe 
any  form  to  the  objects  of  cognition.     For  "  Cognition  "  too  cannot  attain. 
to  its  character,  unless  it  is  possessed  by  an  external  object. 

209.  And  again  if  this  (form  drea'mt  of),  and  other    forms,  were  to* 
be  ascribed  to  Cognitions  alone, — then  what  would  be  the  distinguishing 
feature  in  dreams,  which  marks  them  as  absolutely  non  est  (or  unreal)  ? 

210.  For  these  reasons,  it  must  be  concluded  that,  this  (dream)  is 
a  pure   misconception,    which,   while     comprehending   an  object  for  us, 
comprehends  it  in  a  way  other  than  in  which  it  exists  ;  and  it  can  never 
be  said  to  exercise  any  independent  function  by  itself. 

211.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the   Cognition  to  the  contrary  (of  any 
misconceived  Cognition)    gives  rise  to  such  a  reasoning  as  that — "  though 
the  object  really  exists  in  another  form,  yet  this  (false)  form  is  imposed! 
upon  it  by  the  mind    (or    Cognition)    (under  the  influence  of  a  certain 
delusion)." 

212-13.    The  same  is  the  case  with  such  misconceptions  as  that  of  tha 

SO*  "  In  some  previous  birth"  This  has  been  added,  in  order  to  guard  against  tne* 
instances  of  such  Breams,  &c.,  as  are  altogether  new  to  the  Agent,  and  as  such,  unlike 
all  his  experiences  in  this  life. 

307  Objection  j  "  One  can  have  no  impressions  of  his  own  head  being  cut  off ;  and 
then  how  can  you  explain  a  dream  to  that  effect  ?  "  Reply  :  a  man  sees  another  per- 
son's head  being  cut  off,  and  by  certain  misconceptions,  common  in  Breair^  the 
impression  left  by  that  event  is  transferred  to  one's  own  head. 

210  By  Dreams  also,  we  only  comprehend  certain  objects,  the    only  difference  being 
that  daring  a  Dream,  the  object  is  perceived  to  be  in  a  form  other  than  the  right  one* 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  Dreams  could  never  have  an  end  in  themselves,  as  laid  down  by 
the  Bauddha,  with  regard  to  Cognition,  in  general. 

211  This  is  all  that  a  contradictory  Cognition  does ;  it  does  not  absolutely  nega- 
tive the  existence  of  an  external  object. 

812. IS  Refer  to  the  objections  urged  in  Karikas  57-58,  The  first  explanation  meant* 
that  the  difference  in  the  Gender  jad.Buch:. application  of  names  to  >the  same  object  is 
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"  double  moon  " ;  and  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  such  synonyms 
•"  as  "  taraka  "  (Fern.)  ("  JSTakshatra  "  Neut.),  <fec.,  the  feminine  character,  &c,j 

(1)  would  be  such  as  has  been  perceived  elsewhere  (and  attributed  herd 
by  mistake) ;  or  (2)  they  might  be  somehow  explained  as  being  merely 
verbal;  or  (3)  lastly  they  might  be  explained  as  being  due  to  such 
perceived  agencies  as  the  excess  or  otherwise  of  the  various  attributes  ol 
Sattwa^  Rajas  and  Tamas,  as  has  been  suggested  by  some, — notably,  by 
Patanjali  (in  his  Vy&karana-Bhftshya). 

214.  Thus  then,  we  find  that  the  application  of  the  three  genders 
to  the    same    object,   is    not  un-reasonable.     And    since  the    diversity 
is  based  upon   comparative   difference  (from  other  objects  in  the  excess 
or  deficiency  of  one  or  other  of    the   attributes),  therefore  there  is  no 
contradiction  (if  different  genders  be  attributed  to  the  same  object). 

215.  The  same  is  the  case  with  the    ideas   of  a  "dead  body,"  Ac., 
(with   reference   to   a   handsome   woman),  where    the   same  object  (the 
woman)   being  found  to  be  possessed  of    all    the  three   characters,   the 
disposition   of    the  cognising  person  leads  to  the  recognition  of  one  or  the 
other  definite  character. 

216.  In  the  case  of  objects   with  many  forms,  the   impression  left 
affcer  its  particular  Cognition  (at  a  particular  moment)  would  be  the  cause 


a  mistake.  But  inasmuch  as  we  have  no  Cognitions  whereby  such  use  would  be 
contradicted,  and  (hence)  get  aside,  we  offer  the  second  explanation.  The  differences 
may  be  only  verbal,  and  not  real.  But  inasmuch  as  this  also  is  a  gratuitous  assump- 
tion, we  have  a  third  explanation.  Patanjali  holds  that  the  Gender  of  objects,  and 
hence  of  Words  is  based  upon  the  excess  or  deficiency  of  the  several  Gunas :  That 
which  abounds  in  Sattwa  is  masculine ;  that  which  abounds  is  Rajas  is  feminine,  and 
that  abounding  in  Tamas  is  Neuter;  this  excess  or  otherwise  of  the  Gunas  however 
is  purely  comparative  j  one  and  the  same  object  may  have  an  excess  of  Sattwa,  in 
Comparison,  with  one  object  (thus  being  masculine) ;  while  the  same  object  may  have 
a  deficiency  of  Sattwa  and  an  excess  of  Rajas,  in  comparison  with  a  third  object  (and 
as  such  it  would  be  called  Feminine).  Thus  then,  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in 
the  use  of  different  Genders  with  regard  to  the  same  object.  In  the  case  in  question, 
the  brightest  stars  may  be  said  to  be  Masculine,  the  lesser  ones  Feminine,  and  the 
smallest  ones  Neuter— called,  respectively,  "  Tishya,"  "  Taraka  "  and  "  Nakshatra." 

*l&  This  refers  to  the  objection  urged  in  Karika  59.  The  Woman  is  possessed  of 
the  three  properties  of  a  dead  body,  a  handsome  $er*on,  and  a  mqss  of  flesh.  The 
Eenunciate  recognises  her  a  dead  carcase  (not  fit  for  touching)  ;  because  having 
continually  thought  of  the  body  without  the  Self  as  dead  matter,  he  recognises  only 
a  dead  body  in  the  Woman.  A  licentious  man,  accnstoraed  to  the  company  of  women, 
recognises,  in  the  handsome  woman,  an  objecc  of  enjoyment.  And  the  Dog,  accustomed 
to  flesh-eating,  recognises  in  her  only  a  lump  of  flesh.  The  determining  cause  of  each 
of  these  recognitions  is  the  impression  that  is  engraved  upon  the  mind  of  each  of  the 
three  Agents.  By  continuous  practice,  certain  impressions  are  produced  upon  indivi- 
dual minds ;  and  these  impressions  predispose  the  mind  to  one  or  the  other  form  of 
ideas. 

ai*  The  specific  form  being  that  to  which,  more  than  to  others,  the  Agent  has 
bewLaccustomed,  and  of  which  the  impressions  are  stronger  and  more  permanent. 
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of  determining  any  one  specific  form,  and  Betting  aside,  for  the  time  being 
all,  other  forms. 

217.  Similarly  in  the  case  of  the  notions  of  "length"  ("shortness," 
with  regard  to  a  single  object)  and  of  "Grhatatwa  "("  Parthivatwa,  "  with 
regard  to  the  single  object  "jar  "),  these  will  cease  to  be  contradictory, — 
the  diversity  of  forms  being  due  to  differences  based  upon  comparison  (of  the 
object  with  various  other  objects). 

218.  And  on  the  mere  ground  of  the  Cognition  being  of  multifarious 
forms,  it  is  not  right  to  assert  that  there  can  be  no  form  at  all  ;  because 
the  diversity  of  forms  may  only  be  due  to  the  diversity  of  comprehension 
(in  different  Individuals). 

2J9.  And  on  the  ground  of  the  comprehension  (by  different  persons 
being  diverse),  it  is  quite  possible  for  contradictory  forms  to  belong  (to 
one  and  the  same  object).  There  is  no  such  hard  and  fast  rule  laid  down 
by  &od,  that  "  one  object  must  have  one,  and  only  one,  form." 

220.  We  must  accept  everything  just  as  it  is  perceived  ;  and  even 
the  singularity  (or  one-ness)  of  an  object  cannot  be  held  to  be  absolute, 

221.  Therefore  the  forms  of  objects,  consisting  of   appearance  and 
disappearance,  would  be  separately  comprehended  by  means  of  Cognitions, 
brought  about  by  the  peculiarities  of  place  (time),  &c. 

222.  Among  people  who  simultaneously  comprehend    (an  object,  as 
r*  'earthy'  <fec.,) — he  who  happens  to  remember  a  word  denoting  a  cer- 
tain form,  comprehends  the  object  in  that  form  only. 

223.  Though,   the  properties  of  colour,  odour  &c.9  reside  separately  in 

817  This  refers  to  the  objection  urged  in  Karikas  59-60.    The  same  object  may  be 
long  in  comparison  with  one  object,  and  short  in  comparison  with  another. 

818  It  has  been  urged  in  K.  61  that   since  different  persons   hare   different  ideas 
with  regard  to  the  same  object,  therefore  any  one  form  cannot   be  said  to  specifically 
belong  to  any  object;.    The  present  Karika  meets  this  by  urging  that  the  diversity  in  the 
form  is  due  to  the  difference  in  the  comprehensions  of  different  persons,  based  upon 
individual  idiosyncracies. 

819  Because  different  persons  have  different  comprehensions — this  is  enough  reason 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion  tbat  it  is  possible  for  a  single  object  to  be  impressed  with 
diverse,  and  even  contradictory,  forms. 

880  We  must  accept  an  object  to  be  of  one  or  of  multifarious  forms,   according  aa 
we  perceive  them ;  there  can  be  no  other  criterion.    There  is  no  proof  of  the  object, 
being  one  only.     Therefore  there  is  nothing  contradictory  in  one  and  the  same  object 
being  endowed  with  various  forms,— when  such  are  in    accord  with    the  cognitions 
of  individual  persons, 

881  "Appearance  and  disappearance  "•** -one  form  appearing  in  the  cognition  of  one 
person,  and  disappearing  in  that  of  another.    Thus  then  the  object  will  have  one  form 
or  the  other,  according  as  it  happens  to  be  cognised  by  this  or  that  person.     Sach 
appearance  or  disappearance  may  be  based  upon  the   differences  of  time,  pjace  <fec«, 
f  ,i»  a  well-armed  man  in  the  jungle  is  recognised  as  a  huntsman,  while  in  the  midst  of 
a  town,  he  is  only  known  as  a  policeman. 

888  This  refers  to  K.  30.     Even  these  people  do  not  become  cognisant  of  the  form 
of  the  Conception,  prior  to  that  of  the  form  of  the  object. 
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&jar,  yet — their  Cognition  is  restricted  in  accordance  with  the  respective 
functioning  of  the  Eye,  the  Nose,  &c. 

224.  In  the    same  manner,  though    the  characters   of  '  GhatawaJ 
Pdrthiatwa?  &c. — have  their  existence   equally  for  all  persons,    yet  their 
recognition  is  controlled  hy   the  remembrance   (hy  different  Individuals)  of 
words  expressing  the  various  forms  (of  the  jar). 

225.  Therefore  the  character  of  the  object,  though  existing  outside, 
is  assumed  to  be   the  object  of  Cognition,  according  as  it  is   approached 
or  not  approached,  by  the  various  organs  of  sense,  the  Eye  and  the  rest* 

226.  Though  ordinary  people    assert  that  "  the   external  existence 
of  the  object  is  in  accordance  with  the  Conception  we  have  of  it," — yet 
even  these  people  do  not   attribute   a  form  to  the  object  by  means  of 
(and  subsequently  to)  the  recognition  of  the  forms  of  the  Idea/ 

227.  It  is  only  as  a  means  of  Cognition  that  a   Conception  presents 
to  us  the  Object— as  that  "  such  is  the   object"  ;  because  it  (Conception) 
is  only  the  means  (of  recognising  the  form  of  the  Object). 

228.  Thus  then  those  who  hold  the  existence  of  external  objects  do 
not  admit  their  non-existence,  which,   you  seek  to  prove  by  means  of  Infer- 
ences ;  and  passing  over  the  Cognition  of  the  Idea,  they  become  cognisant 
of  the  form  of  the  external  object  itself. 

229.  It  is  necessary  for  students  of  Philosophy  to  explain  things  ex- 
actly according  to  Cognitions   met  with  in  ordinary  experience.    And  (in 
ordinary  experience)  the    external  object  is  never  cognised*  to  be  of  the 
same  form  as  the  internal  (Idea). 

230.  "  If  at  the  time  of  the  Cognition  of  the  Object,  the  Conception 
too  were  to  be  cognised  as  what  has  already  appeared, — what  would  this  fact 
accomplish  for  the  Purvapakshin  ?  And  again,  how  could  he  speak  of 
another  object  ?  " 

231.  (The  meaning  of  the  objection  as  urged  in  the  Bhashya  is  that) 
the  objector  asks  the  upholder  of  external  objects-*-*  Do  you  not  hold  that 


S28  The  cognition  of  external  objects  is  got  at  by  means  of  Sense-perception ;  and 
yon  seek  to  prove  the  negation  of  these  "by  means  of  Inference.  But  before  your 
Inference  has  had  time  to  function,  the  existence  of  the  external  object  will  have  been 
recognised  by  the  prior  functioning  of  Sense-perception. 

839  The  object  is  recognised  as  "  blue,"  and  not  as  "  I "  (which  is  the  real  internal 

form). 

380  The  Bhashya  says :  "  utpadyamdnaivasam  Jnayate  Jnapayati  cartJidntaram 
gradipavaditi  yadyucyeta"  (an  objection  urged  from  the  standpoint  of  the  BaudoUia)  ; 
and  the  present  Karika  objects  to  this  as  coming  from  the  Bauddha.  The  fact  urged  by 
the  objector  does  not  in  any  way  help  his  position  ;  in  fact  it  only  goes  to  weaken  it, 
inasmuch  as  he  is  made  to  assert  "  another  object "  (ArtMntaram) — which  is  opposed 
to  the  purely  Idealistic  theory. 

281  This  Karika  supports  the  objection,  as  urged  in  the  Bhashya.  If  there  is  no 
suppression,  the  object  is  bound  to  be  comprehended  j  and  as  such,  if  you  deny  its 
suppression,  how  can  you  deny  its  Comprehension  ? 
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there  is  no  suppression  of  Conception  while  it  comprehends  another 
object  P ' 

232.  The  reply  to  this  question  is  that  we  do  not  admit  of  such 
Comprehension,  because  there  is  no  direct  (sensuous)  means  of  compre- 
hending (such  another  object)  ;  and  also  because  there  is  no  mark  (Reason 
or  middle  term  by  which  such  Comprehension  could  be  inferred), 

232-33.  Or,  the  objection  may  be  taken  as  applying  to  other  theories. 
In  these  other  theories,  the  Idea  is  said  to  be  cognised  at  the  time  of  the 
Cognition  of  the  Object  ;  and  in  that  case,  the  existence  of  the  Object 
would  be  struck  at  its  root ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  we  bring  the 
objection  home  to  them. 

234.  "  The   passage  beginning  with   *  Nann1  is  irrelevant  (as  coming 
from  the  Bauddha)  ;  because  it  urges  what  is  desirable  for  his   opponent ; 
and  secondly,  the  mention  of  sequence   contradicts  what  has   been  asserted 
before." 

235.  "  And  if  it  be  urged  that '  both  (Idea  and  Object)  being  momen- 
tary, the  Cognition  urged  in  the  objection  is   quite  proper,  and  that  the 
fact  of  the  object  being  cognised  subsequently   is  mentioned  only   as  a  past 
event  (by  means  of  the  past  participle  affix  in  Jnyatcth}^ — there  would  be  a 
useless  repetition  of  what  has  already  been  said  before*" 

*88  This  Karika  explains  the  passage  of  the  Bhashya,  embodying  the  reply  to  the 
objection  raised  by  the  Bauddha  in  the  passage  referred  to  above.  Though  there  is  no 
suppression  there  may  be  no  means  of  comprehending  the  object ;  nor  is  there  any 
Buch  characteristic  of  Ifc  as  would  lead  to  the  acceptance  of  its  Comprehension. 

883.33  This  Karika  interprets  the  objection  urged  in  the  Bhashya,  in  a  different  way, 
as  directed  against  the  Vai<jeshika  doctrine  that  the  Idea  is  comprehended  simultane- 
ously with  the  Object.  In  that  case,  no  external  object  could  be  proved  to  have  a  real 
existence ;  beoaiise  the  Comprehension  of  the  Idea  is  not  possible  without  that  of  the 
form  ;  and  when  the  form  has  once  been  cognised  in  connection  with  the  Idea,  there 
would  be  no  room  left  for  the  interception  of  the  external  object  itself. 

28*  The  Bhashya  lays  down  another  Bauddha  argument :  "  Utpannaydmeva  buddhau 
artho  jndyate,  $*c.,  fa," — a  passage  which  ends  with  the  assertion  that  "at  first  there 
is  an  appearance  of  the  Idea,  and  then  follows  the  cognition  of  the  object."  The 
KIrika  says  that  this  is  not  opposed  to  the  Mimansa  theory,  which  also  holds  that  the 
Object  is  cognised  only  on  the  manifestation  of  the  Idea;  and,  to  the  contrary,  the 
mention  of  the  Cognition  of  the  Object  is  directly  against  the  punyanada  tenets;  and 
lastly,  it  has  been  urged  above  that  the  cognition  of  the  Idea  is  simultaneous  with  that 
of  the  Object ;  and  this  is  contradicted  by  the  present  assertion,  that  the  cognition 
of  the  Idea  is  followed  by  that  of  the  Object, 

S3&  The  contradiction  urged  above  is  met  by  the  nssertion  that  in  the  second 
objection  also,  we  have  only  the  aforesaid  simultaneity  in  view.  With  regard  to  the  Idea 
it  has  been  said  that  it  is  being  manifested  (in  the  present  tense),  while  the  object  has 
been  said  toJwve  been  cognised  (in  the  Past).  And  for  the  Bauddha,  there  cannot  be 
any  other  alternative  savo  that  of  simultaneity;  because  all  things  being  momentnry, 
any  object  that  has  once  appeared  and  given  rise  to  an  Idea,  could  not  wait  for  another 
moment,  to  be  cognised  "by  itself  separately. 

[It  may  however  be  noted  that  if  this  explanation  is  accepted,  the  second  objection, 
becomes  the  same  as  the  first.] 
23 
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236.    Here  too,  the  Bauddha  does  not  speak  from  bis  own  standpoint 
the  fact  bfting  that  through  the  assertion  of  his  opponent  he  is  mistaken 
as  to  the  theory  of  his  antagonist  and  (while  tinder  this  misapprehension) 
he  has  put  the  question  (urged  in  objection  2). 

237-40.  "  The  sinraltanity  of  the  manifestation  and  Comprehen* 
sion  of  the  Idea  being  absolutely  established, — we  ask  if  these  come  before 
the  Comprehension  of  the  Object,  or  after  it,  or  simultaneously  with  it .? 
This  theorist  (the  Mimansaka)  asserts  the  Comprehension  of  the  Idea  to 
follow  after  that  of  the  Object ;  and  then  (in  accordance  with  this  theory) 
the  Idea  would  be  produced  also  after  (the  Object).  But  this  is  not 
possible  ;  hence  we  declare  the  production  (or  manifestation  of  the  Idea) 
to  precede  the  cognition  of  the  Object ;  and  thus  at  the  same  time  we  would 
also  hare  the  Comprehension  of  the  Idea  (and  hence  the  Comprehension  of 
the  Idea  would  also  precede  that  of  the  Object).  And  the  prior  Compre- 
hension of  the  Idea  being  thus  established,  there  can  be  no  proper 
discrimination  between  the  external  (Object)  and  the  internal  (Idea) 
[and  as  such -by  priority  we  infer  the  form  to  belong  to  the  Idea  and 
not  to  any  external  Object]."  And  it  is  in  view  of  these  reasonings  that 
the  objector  has  brought  forward  the  aforesaid  objections. 

241.  Even  if  the  Comprehensions  of  the  Object  and  the  Idea  were 
simultaneous  (as  mentioned  in  Obj.  1), — we  could  not  recognise  any 
form  as  belonging  to  the  Object  (because  the  form  will  have  been  cog- 
nised as  being  confined  to  the  Idea).  And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the 
Mimansaka  first  seeks  to  prove  that  the  Comprehension  of  the  Object  pre- 
cedes that  of  the  Idea  (even  though  the  Idea  may  have  been  produced 
before). 

*88  This  "Karika  supports  the  objection  as  quite  proper,  as  coining  from  the 
Bauddlia*  The  Mimansaka  has  asserted  that  the  Idea  of  an  object  is  cognised  before 
the  Object  itself  ;  bnt,  at  the  same  time,  he  has  also  said  that  when  the  Object  has  been 
cognised,  the  cognition  of  the  Idea  follows  by  Apparent  Inconsistency.  And  from  this 
the  Bauddha  has  concluded  the  Mimansaka  to  hold  that  there  is  no  cognition  of  the 
Ideas  before  that  of  the  Object  j  and  from  this  he  has  also  concluded  him  to  deny  even 
the  manifestation  of  the  Idea  before  the  Object,  And  thus  having  misunderstood  the 
theory  of  his  opponent,  the  Bauddha  asks;— "  But  it  is  only  when  the  Idea  has 
appeared,"  &o.,  &o.  (Vide  Bhashya,  quoted  above)", 

881-40  These  Karikas  set  out  the  process  of  reasoning  employed  by  the  Bauddha 
as  based  upon  the  aforesaid  misconception  of  the  Mimansaka's  standpoint.  The 
process  shows  that  the  aim  of  both  objections  is  the  same— w#.,  the  denial  of  the 
external  Object,  and  the  establishing  of  the  fact  of  the  Idea  being  the  sole  entity. 

8*1  The  first  half  of  the  Karika  shows  how  the  aim  of  the  former  objection  too  con- 
sists only  of  the  denial  of  the  reality  of  the  external  Object  ;  and  the  sense  of  the  second 
half  is  that  if  we  accept  the  comprehension  of  the  Idea  to  be  cognised,  either  prior  to, 
or  simultaneously  with  that  of  the  Object,  then  we  would  be  forced  to  ascribe  a  form 
to  the  Idea,  and  deny  the  existence  of  the  Object  altogether.  For  this  reason,  the 
first  business  of  the  Mimansaka  ia  to  prove  that  the  comprehension  of  the  Object 
precedes  that  of  the  Idea — which  latter  is  got  at  subsequently  by  means  of  Apparent  . 
Inconsistency. 
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242.  The  portion  of  the  Bhishya  that  follows  after  this  has  already 
been  explained  above. 

242-43,  "  Because  the  character  of  the  Object  comprehended  is  not 
remembered  (at  some  fntnre  time),  just  like  an  unknown  object,— that  is 
no  direct  reason  for  asserting  the  previous  non-Comprehension  of  the  Idea. 
Therefore  with  what,  and  on  what  way,  is  the  previous  non-Comprehen- 
sion of  the  Idea  connected  or  relevent  to  the  present  discussion  ?  '* 

244.  For  these  reasons  tlie  present  passage  must  be   explained   as 
being  a  refutation  of  the  theory  that   "  the  form  belongs  to  the    Idea, 
because  of  its  prior  cognition*1 — because  the   notion  of  the  form  belonging 
to  the  Idea  is  the  result  of  the  argument  based  on  its  prior   Compre- 
hension. 

245.  The  passage  "K&mam  buddksb  "  denotes  the  fact  of  the  Idea 
being  dependent  on  the  Object. 

246-47.  As  a  matter  of  fact  apart  from  the  form  of  the  Object, 
there  is  no  recognition  of  Ideas.  And  tke  Idea  being  recognisable  by 
another's  form,  it  cannot  be  the  object  of  cognition,  because  it  is  like  a 
Mirage.  Thus  then,  for  you,  the  cognisability  of  Ideas  would  be  in  accord- 
ance with  a  comprehensible  object,  which  you  hold  to  be  non~est.  And 
since  the  form  of  the  Ideas  themselves  is  a  tabula  rasa,  their  cognisability 
could  only  be  assumed  to  have  been  caused  by  the  disturbance  of  Vasana 
(predispositions  or  tendencies).  And  as  such  the  Idea  itself  could  not  be 
cognisable,  in  reality. 

248.  "  The  fixity  of  cause "  is    equally    applicable    to     both    the 
theories  because  the  upholders  of   '  Idea  *  as   well   as  the  upholders   of 
"  external  objects "  equally  take  their   stand  upon  the   peculiar   faculties 
of  their  substances. 

249.  '*  flow  is  it,  that  for  you  too  the  objects  in  the  shape  of  threads 

242  "  The  portion  of  the  Bhashya"  Sfc — "  satyam  purvam  buddhirutpadyate  na  tu 
jnayate" — explained  above  in  Karikas  82-83. 

848,48  This  Karika  takes  exception  to  the  Bhashya  passage  in  reply  to  the  above 
objections  :  The  passage  referred  to  is  :  "  Bhavati  hi  khalu  'kadacidetat  yajnato'- 
pyarthah  sannajndtavadwcyate"  It  is  often  found  that  Of  two  objects  cognised  at  on- 
time,  only  one  may  be  remembered  in  the  future  ,*  consequently  it  is  not  right 
to  asaert  that—"  because  the  Idea  is  remembered  when  the  object  is  not,  therefore 
there  could  have  been  no  cognition  of  the  Idea  together  with  the  Object," 

844  This  is  in  defence  of  the  Bhashya :    Though   the   direct  denial  of  the  prior 
conception  of  the  Idea  is  not  quite  relevant,  yet  what  we    mean  by  such  denial  is  only 
to  strike  at  the  root^of  the   resultant  theory :     namely   that  the  form   belongs   to   the 
Idea,  and  not    to  the  Object. 

845  Bhashya  :  "  Kamamekarupatve  "buddhireva  Ihavati" — t.  e.     Even  if  the  Idea  and 
the  object  were  identical,  it  would  be  more  correct  to  altribute  the   form  to  the  Object 
than  to  the  Idea. 

846.47  Ideas,  being  naturally  plain  (according  to  the  Bauddha),  could  not  have  any 
forms  of  their  own. 

»**  Karikas  243-52  take  exception  to  the  Bhashya  :  <(  Api  ca  niyatanimitta,  $"c.,  $'c," 
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bring  aboufc  only  such  effects  as  the  cloth  ?  Wherefore  could  not  these 
(threads)  bring  about  ajar  ?  Or  how  is  it  that  the  cloth  is  not  brought 
about  by  lumps  of  clay1'  P 

250.  If  you  object  to  the  Ideas  of  '  thread  '  and  '  lump  of  clay '  (as 
having  the  power  to  bring  about  ideas  of  the  *  cloth*  and  the  *  jar  'res- 
pectively), then  in  the  same  manner,  you  would  have  an  objection  to 
the  objects  ('  thread1  and  '  lumps  of  clay*'  as  having  the  properties  whereby 
to  bring  about  the  objects  '  cloth*  and  '  jar')." 

*251.  "If  the  fixity  of  the  creation  (or  causation )  of  objects  were 
said  to  depend  on  the  restrictions  of  faculties  (or  capabilities — such  as 
the  faculty  of  causing  a  cloth  is  restricted  to  the  thread  alone  and  so 
forth),  then  who  could  deny  the  same  capabilities  in  the  restriction  of  the 
causation  of  Ideas  (i.e.,  we  would  also  have  the  Idea  of  threads  such  as 
having  resricted  within  itself  the  power  of  bringing  about  the  Idea  of 
cloth)  ?  " 

252.  "  Therefore  when  the  objection  is    common  to    both    theories 
and  when  the  means  of  meeting  the  objection   too   is  similar  to   both, — 
such  an  objection  should  not  be  brought  forward  by  one  against  the  other, 
during  a  discussion  over  a  subject." 

253.  But  for  the  upholder  of  the  "  Object "  theory,  we  have  such  means 
(of  meeting  the  objections)  as  the  specialities   of  time,  place  and  the  like, 
which  serve  to  control   the   capabilities  of  the  causes,  in  (the   manifesta- 
tion of)  their  particular  effects  ;  (which  resource  is  not  open  to  the    Idealist 
who  denies  space,  time,  &c.,  in  fact  everything  besides  Ideas). 

254.  The  capabilities   of    objects    too    are  such     as  are  postulated 
through  the  "Apparent  Inconsistency"   of  the    effects;— and   as    such 
these  are  known  to  be  real,  having  their   application   restricted   to  their 
respective  effects. 

255.  For  you,  on  the  other  hand,  any  such  capability,  either  different 
or  non-different  from  the  Idea,   is  not  recognised  as  real, — apart  from  its 
assumed  (unreal)  existence. 

256-58.    It  is  YASANA  (Disposition)    alone    that   yon  describe  by  the 


1W  When  we  find  that  a  certain  characteristic  in  the  effect  cannot  be  otherwise 
explained,  we  postulate  a  corresponding  potentiality  in  the  cause,  to  which  source  we 
relegate  the  said  characterestic. 

W  To  assume  that  the  potentiality  has  an  unreal  existence  is  only  a  tacit  denial 
of  the  potentiality ;  and  hence  a  restriction  of  the  cansal  efficiency. 

W.&8  You  hold  that  the  operation  of  the  cause  is  restricted  by  VIsana*  That 
any  such  controlling  agency,  as  that  of  the  Vasana,  is  not  possible,  we  have  shown 
•under  the  section  of  Niralambana~Vadct.  "  Not  dependent,  fyc. "  :  For  us,  the  Vasana 
resides  in  the  #ow£,  which  being,  for  us,  permanent,  it  may^be  possible  for  the  opera- 
tion of  the  underlying  Vasana  towards  the  restriction  of  the  Causal  efficiency  to  be 
delayed  io  a  cflrlf<iM  ox  tent.  But  the  Banddha  holds  the  Vasana  to  reside  in  the  Idea, 
•n-hich  ial  *  ul  ii  be  mv .-  ^iry,  Under  the  circumstances^  how  could  Va&ani.  (which 
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word  tl  fakti  "  (capability).  And  the  restriction  of  cansalty,  that  you  base 
upon  the  VasanSs,  becomes  impossible,  firstly ,  because  such  Vasanfis  cannot 
exist,  and  secondly)  because  they  cannot  be  said  to  serve  the  purpose  of 
any  other  object.  Nor  do  you  accept  any  such  controlling  agencies,  as 
thoae  of  Time,  Place,  <fec.  It  is  with  all  this  in  Tiew,  that  the  author 
of  the  Bhashya  has  urged,  against  his  opponent,  the  argument  beginning 
with  "  api  ca  ",  &c. 

258-59.  Therefore  it  does  not  meet  our  objection  to  your  theory, 
merely  to  assert  that  "  just  as  for  you,  cloth  proceeds  from  threads,  so  for 
us  too,  the  Idea  of  cloth  would  proceed  from  the  idea  of  threads." 

259-61.  Thus  then  (we  conclude  that)  the  negation  of  the  external 
object  is  not  proved  by  the  first  two  means  of  Right  Notion  (Sense- 
perception  and  Inference)  ;  Of  Verbal  Authority  there  is  no  application  in 
this  case  (denial  of  external  object), — in  fact  it  is  applicable  to  the  contrary ; 
Analogy  is  not  applicable,  because  you  admit  of  nothing  else  that  would 
be  similar  to  Idea ;  •  neither  does  Apparent  Inconsistency  serve  your 
purpose ;  because  it  proves  quite  the  contrary.  Hence  we  conclude  that 
such  denial  of  the  external  object  can  only  be  amenable  to  "  Negation" 
(i.e.,  the  denial  is  only  capable  of  being  denied). 

261.  Some  people,    finding   that   external    objects    being   aggregates 
of  atoms  are  incomprehensible,   have   asserted  the  Negation   (punyata) — 
thus  proved  to  be  unamenable  to  any  means  of   Right  Notion — to  reside  in 
the  predicable  object  itself  ; 

262.  but  on  account  of  the  impossibility   of  any  comprehensibility 
belonging  to  an  internal   (Idea)  as  shown  above, — even   these   people  will 
have  to  admit  of  the  comprehensibility  of  something  else.     As  for  atoms, 
neither  do  we  accept  them  to  be  comprehensible  j  and  as   such,   we  must 
describe  the  aggregates  of  these  (atoms)  to   be  real  (and  as   such,  objects 
of  comprehension). 

too  cannot  but  be  momentary)  exert  any  controlling  influence  over  the  operation  of 
Causes  ?  la  fact  the  Bauddha's  Vasana  becomes  devoid  of  any  substantial  substratum. 
Nor  does  the  Bauddha  admit  of  any  other  controlling  agency  j  hence  all  his  Causal 
operations  would  become  erratic  in  the  extrwmest  degree. 

SE9.61  "  Verbal  authority  " — such  as  Injunctions — laying  down  sacrifices,  &o.,  and 
as  such  bearing  testimony  to  the  realiby  of  external  objects.  "  Apparent  Inconsistency. 
Tarious  forms  perceived  in  the  world  having  been  found  to  be  inexplicable,  we  infer, 
from  Apparent  Inconsistency,  the  reality  of  the  existence  of  the  various  objects  in  the 
external  world.  And  this  goes  directly  against  the  (JJunyavada.  Thus  then  all  these 
Means  of  Right  Notion  being  found  to  contradict  the  denial  of  ex'ternal  objects,  th® 
only  remaining  Means  of  Bight  Notion  is  Negation.  And  a  theory  that  is  amenable  to 
Negation  alone  cannot  but  he  denied  in  its  totality. 

a&l  Finding  that  Qunyatd  is  not  established  by  any  Pramana,  some  people  seek 
to  rest  it  in  the  Prameya, — their  reasoning  being  this  :  Atoms  are  invisible ;  therefore 
the  aggregate  of  atoms  must  be  invisible  j  therefore  all  objects  are  invisible  and  incom- 
prehensible :  and  therefore  they  do  not  exist." 

8fi»  "  We  must  describe,  $*c." — as  we  shall  prove  later  on. 
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263.  Thus  then  (the  reality  of)  the  external  object  having  been 
established,  there  can  be  no  unreality  of  the  Idea  (either)  j  and  for  those 
who  know  the  true  character  of  both  (the  Object  and  the  Idea),  this  (the 
Couple,  Object  and  Idea)  is  really  a  fit  object  for  being  made  the  axle  of 
the  wheel  of  "  Investigation  into  Duty." 

Thus  ends  the  Gunyav&da. 


(SECTION  5.) 

INFERENCE. 

L  Since  "  Sense-perception"  has  been  proved  to  be  not  a  mistaken 
process,  therefore,  for  the  same  reason,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  Inference  and  the  rest,  as  defined  below. 

2,  The  epithet  "  known — relation"  either  belongs  to  the  cognising 
agent ;  or  it  refers  to  a  substrate  of  the  middle  term ;  or  the  com- 
pound may  be  explained  as  a  KarmadMraya — the  words  "  one-substrate  " 
referring  to  each  of  the  two  members  of  the  relation  (postulated  in  the 
Premiss). 

8.  Or  the  epithet  may  refer  mutually  to  both  members  of  the  relation 
itself, — the  words  *  one  substrate  (or  part)  '  in  that  case,  signifying 
(severally)  the  two  members  themselves. 

4.     The  "  relation  "  meant  here   is  that  of  invariable   concomitance  of 

*6&  Just  aa  a  pair  of  horses  is  fib  for  pulling  a  car,  so  these  two — the  Object  and 
the  Idea — are  fit  for  supporting  and  carrying  through  an  Investigation  into  Duty,  for 
those  who  know  the  real  character  of  the  Object  and  the  Idea1  (i.e.,  the  Himansakas). 

1  Because  Inference  and  the  rest  are  all  based  upon  Sense-perception. 

*  The  Bhashya  passage    here   referred  to  is  this  :      "  Anumdnam    Jnatasamband* 
hasya,  $"c.,  $"ct.  "    If  the  compound  *'  JnStasambandha"  be  explained  as  an  Accusative 
Bahuvrihi —  "  He  by   whom  the    relation  is  cognised"— then  the   meaning    of  the 
definition  would  be  that  "  Inference  is  the  cognition  of  that  person  who  has    previously 
recognised  the  relation,  &c.  &c."     If  however,  the  compound  be  explained  as  a   G-ene- 
tive  Bahurrihi — "  That  whereof  the  relation  has  been  cognised1* — then,   the  definition 
would  mean  that Cl  Inference   is  the   cognition,  in  another  substrate  (Fire),    brought 
about  by  the  perception  (in  the   mountain,  of  smoke)  which  is  a  part  of  the  relation 
of  concomitance  with  Fire,   perceived  in  such  substrates  aa   the   culinary  hearth,  the 

relation  whereof  with  the  smoke  has  been  previously  recognised."  Thirdly,  the  com- 
pound may  be  explained  as  a  Karmadharaya — "  known  relation ;"  in  that  case  the  defi- 
nition  would  mean  that  "  Inference  is  the  cognition,  in  another  member  of  the  relation, 
brought  about  by  the  perception  of  the  smokej  which  is  another  member  of  the  known 
relation" 

8  Talcing  the  compound  to  be  a  Bahuvrihi,  there  can  be  yet  another  explanation  : 
That  whereof  the  relation  is  known  belongs  to  both  members  of  the  Minor  Premiss 
taken  together  ;  and  "  one  part "  of  this  may  be  each  of  these  taken  severally. 

*  In  the  stock  example,   "  There  is  fire,  because  there   is  smoke,"   smoke  is  the 
means  of  the  cognition  of  fire  ;  and  certainly  it  occupies   less  space,   and  is   seen  less 
often,  than  the /re. 
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the  character  of  the  Middle  term  with  the  Major  term.  To  the  *  Per- 
vaded' (Middle  term)  belongs  the  function  of  bringing  about  the 
conception  (of  the  Major  term),  and  the  *  Pervader f  (the  Major  term) 
is  held  to  be  the  subject  of  the  conception  (arrived  at  through  the  Infer- 
ence). 

5.  Because  the '  Pervaded '  is  that  which,  in  space  and  time,  is  either 
the  equal  or  less  in  comparison  with  another;  and  that  which  is   equal 
or  more  is  the  '  Pervader ' ; 

6.  therefore  it  is  only  after  the  *  Pervaded '    has  beerr  recognised," 
that  its  '  Pervader  *  can  ha  cognised  ;  otherwise  there  would  be  no  such 
relation  between  them  as  that  of  the  *  Pervader  and  the  Pervaded  *  (  t*,e., 
that  of  Invariable  Concomitance). 

7.  Though  it  is  a  fact  that  the   '  Pervaded  *  is    (sometimes)  cog- 
nised as  the  *  Pervader  j  yet  even  if  its  greater  extension    (in  time  and 
space)  may  not  be  contradictory,  it  could  not  (in  that  particular  form) 
bring  about  the  conception  of  the  *  Pervaded. ' 

8.  This  is  found  to  be  the  case  in  the  instance  of  the  *  cow '  (pervaded) 
and    the    'horned    animal'    (Pervader)) ;    where  the  'cow'    being    the 
4  Pervaded '  gives  rise    to    the  conception  of   the   *  Pervader '   *  horned 
animal/ 

9.  Therefore  even  in  such  cases,  where  both  members  may  in  certain 
cases  be  accepted  as  the  '  Pervader  '  and  the  *  Pervaded,  *  it  is  the  char- 
acter of  the  *  Pervaded '  alone,   and  never  that  of  the  *  Pervader,'  that 
forms  part  (as  the  cause)  of  cognition. 

10-11.  Thus  then  that  form  of  the  *  Pervaded  '  which  brings  about 
the  conception  of  the  *  Pervader  '  is  precisely  that  alone  which  has  at  some 
previous  time  been  perceived,  at  a  definite  time  and  place,  as  located  in 
one  substrate,  and  which  is  subsequently  perceived,  exactly  in  the  same 
form,  in  another  substrate. 

12-13.  The  Invariable  Concomitance  of  two  general  objects  is  recog- 
nised through  a  repeated  cognizance  (of  their  concomitance),  and  through 
the  removal  of  all  doubt  as  to  their  difference  (non-concomitance).  At 
times  (there  is  an  invariable  concomitance)  of  particular  objects  also  ;  as  for 
instance,  the  perception  of  the  appearance  of  the  constellation  of 
"  Krittika "  gives  rise  to  the  notion  of  the  proximity  of  (its  neighbour) 
"  Bohini." 

7  As  in  the  case  of  the  argument— "  non- eternal,  because,  caused"— a  case  where 
both  are  equally  co-extensive,  and  both  may  be  the  "  pervader  "  or  the  "  Pervaded ;" 
Even  if  we  admit  the  greater  extensiveness  of  any  one  of  these,  though  this  mil  nob 
be  contradictory,  yet  any  snch  member  of  greater  extensiveness  could  nob,  always  give 
-rise  to  the  conception  of  another  of  lesser  extensiveness  j  because  the  former  can  exist 
even  in  the  absence  of  the  latter. 

iO.il  The  smoke  has  previously  been  perceived  to  co-exist  with  Fire,  in  the  culinary 
hearth  j  and  subsequently,  it  is  perceived  in  the  mountain,— and  instantly  gives  rise  to 
the  idea  of  the  Fire  existing  in  the  mountain. 
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13-15.  In  the  cognition  of  an  Invariable  Concomitance  the  cause 
is  a  certain  property,  with,  regard  to  which  there  is  such  a  notion  as  that 
1  it  is  only  when  this  exists  that  such  and  such  a  thing  can  exist '  ;  (proper- 
ties) other  than  this  only  tend  to  add  support  to  concomitances  brought 
about  by  other  means.  And  we  do  not  admit  of  any  ascertainment  of 
concomitance  on  the  perception  of  only  such  properties  as  these  latter. 

15-16.  Those  that  employ  such  (secondary  properties)  for  the  accom- 
plishment of  their  conclusions  are  frequently  led  away  by  the  discre- 
pancies of  counter-arguments,  that  crop  up  quite  easily  in  their  way. 

16-17.  These  persons  are  also  open  to  the  faults  of '  contradiction  of  the 
scriptures/ c  and  contradiction  of  their  own  ends'  '(self-contradiction),' 
*  unheard  of  argumentations  ;'  and  such  illogical  argumentations  should  be 
avoided  by  all  reasonable  men. 

17-18.  Animal-slaughter  is  sinful,  simply  because  it  is  prohibited. 
In  the  absence  of  such  prohibition,  the  mere  fact  of  its  being  '  animal 
slaughter*  could  not  prove  it  to  be  sinful. 

18-19.  The  falsity  of  all  ideas  is  based  on  two  causes  (the  discre- 
pancy in  the  means  of  arriving  at  the  idea,  and  the  subsequent  cognition 
of  some  idea  setting  aside  the  former)  ;  and  the  arguments  asserting  the 
facts  of  an  Idea  being  an  idea,  and  of  having  an  origin,  are  of  no  use 
(in  proving  the  falsity  of  any  Idea). 

19-20.  The  capacity  of  leading  to  Heaven  belongs  to  sacrifice,  <fcc,, 
when  performed  by  the  first  three  castes  ;  and  hence  it  cannot  be  ascribed 
to  those  that  are  performed  by  the  Qudras,  on  the  sole  ground  of  these 
latter  being  performed  by  human  beings,  just  like  the  former  ones. 

18.15  The  objection,  that  the  Karika  is  meant  to  meet  is  that  "  if  the  pervaded  be 
admitted  to  lead  to  the  inference  of  the  pervader,  then  the  mere  fact  of  its  being  a 
slaughter  would  lead  to  the  inference  that  the  slaughter  of  animals  in  the  sacrifices  is 
sinful  j  because  there  is  a  concomitance  between  Sinfulness  and  Slaughter,  in  the  case 
of  Brahmana — slaughter  and  the  like.'1  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  such  concomitance 
i s  not  admissible  ;  because  we  have  no  such  general  proposition,  as  that  "  whenever 
there  is  sw,  there  is  slaughter."  The  property  that  must  be  admitted  as  the  basis  of 
concomitance,  in  the  case  in  question,  must  be  the  character  of  "being  prohibited  ;  because 
no  one  can  deny  the  truth  of  the  assertion  that  "  whenever  there  is  sin,  there  is  also 
something  that  is  prohibited-  in  the  scriptures."  The  basis  of  concomitance,  in  all 
cases,  must  be  such  as  is  capable  by  itself  of  being  directly  connected  with  the  Major 
Term.  Such  however  is  not  the  case  with  Slaughter^  because  even  in  its  absence,  we 
come  across  sinfulness—  e.g.,  in  wine -drinking,  <fec. 

16J1  "  Contradiction  of  scripture  " — e.g.,  in  the  case  of  the  alleged  sinfulness  of 
animal  aaonfioe  in  the  "  Agnishtoma." 

17.18  This  cites  an  example  of  the/'  contradiction  of  scriptures.'* 

18.19  This  gives  an  example  of  u  Self-contradiction." 

19.&0  gome  people  might  urge  the  argument  that  *'  sacrifices  performed  by  ffiidras 
lead  them  to  Heaven,  because  they  are  performed  by  human  agents,  like  the  sacrifices 
performed  by  the  higher  castes."  Besides  being  fallacious  in  itself,  such  an  argument 
would  be  directly  contradictory  to  facts  laid  down  in  the  scriptures. 
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20-21.  Destnictibility  is  based  on  the  facts  of  having  a  beginning 
"in  time,  and  on  that  of  being  made  up  of  certain  constituent  parts  ;  and  it 
can  never  be  based  upon  sueh  facts  as  that  of  being  cognised  after  a  certain 
effort  on  the  part  of:  the  agent. 

21-22.  In  the  same  manner  the  facts  of  belonging  to  a  classt  and  being 
sensual  (belonging  to  a  certain  organ  of  Sense)  are  common  to  all  existing 
things  (eternal  as  well  as  non-eternal)  ;  and  hence,  who  else,  except  the 
Naiyayika,  could  bring  forward  these,  as  arguments  for  proving  the  non- 
eternal  ity  of  Sound  (or  Word)  ? 

22-23.  Therefore  that,  which  by  its  very  capability  has  been  found 
to  be  the  means  of  proving  the  existence  of  another,  can  be  said  to  be  the 
means  of  bringing  about  its  conception — and  not  that  which  comes  to  be 
related  to  it  by  mere  chance. 

23.  By  means  of  the  double  mention  of  the  words  '  one   member  '  is 
mentioned  the  Minor  terra  which  forms  one  of  the  members  of  the  relation* 

24.  If  *  smoke, '  &c.,  were  not  related  to  others  (the  Major  and  Minor 
terms)    they   could,   by    themselves,    be     4a  member'    (of   the   relation) 
and  it  is  the  *  Paksha  *  (Minor  term)  alone  that  contains  both  members  (of 
the  relation)  partaking  of   the  character  of   both  the  conceived   (the  Per- 
vader)  and  the  means  of  (another)  being  conceived  ('i.e.,  the  Pervaded). 

25.  With  regard  to  the  unascertained   factor  (Fire,  f.i.)    the    Minor 
term  (Mountain)  forms  the  object  to  be   conceived  ;   while  in   relation  to 
the  ascertained  ('smoke*)  it  is  the  means  of  the   conception    (of  another)  ; 
and  it  may  be  mentioned  either  separately  or  identically,  according  to  the 
wish  of  the  speaker  : 

26.  As  au   instance  of  the  mention  of  the   Minor  term,    in  a  form 
co-extensive  with   its    correlatives,  we  have   "  non-eternal,   because   it  is 
originated "  and  "  the  smoky  is  fiery" ;  and  as  au  instance  of  the   Minor 
term  mentioned  in  a  form  separate  from  them,   we   have   "  there  is  fire  in 
the  mountain,  which  is  smoky.'* 

27.  It  is  the  Minor  term  as  qualified   by  the  Major  term  that  forms 
the  object  of  Inference.     Independently  of  it  (the  Major  term),  the  Minor 
term,  can  never  be  the  object  of  Inference. 

28.  The  qualifying  (Major  term)  by  itself  cannot  form  the  object  of 

20.81  The  fact  of  "being  cognised  is  urged  as  a  proof  of  the  destructibility  of 
<c  Words"  ;  and  the  Karika  meets  this  argument. 

83.38  That  is  to  say,  that  alone  could  be  regarded  as  snch  means,  with  regard  to 
which  we  have  such  a  notion  as  that — "  when  this  exists,  that  must  exist'* — e.g.,  in  the 
case  of  "  being  prohibited,"  and  "  sinfulness,"  where  we  have  a  definite  general 
proposition  :  "  Whatever  is  prohibited  is  sinful." 

24  Consisting  of  both,  it  must  partnke  of  the  nature  of  both. 

35  «  Fire"  (in  the  mountain)  is  not  known  by  anyofcher  means  save  that  of  ^Infer- 
ence j  while  the  '  smoke'  is  seen  by  the  eye.  "  separately  "  i.e.,  apart  from  the  two  mem- 
bers. {<  Identically" — i.e.,  in  a  form  co-extensive  with  them. 

28  All  the  members  of  the  syllogism  are  already  known  ;  and  it  is  only   the  de'finite 
relation  between  the  Major  and  Minor  terms  that  forms  the  object  of  Inference, 
24 
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Inference,  because  it  is  already  known.  "Nor  can  the  qualified  (Minor 
Term),  or  botli  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms,  taken  singly  or  collectively, 
be  the  object  of  Inference,  independently  of  the  other. 

29.  If  any  of  these  singly  were  the  object  of  Inference,  then  we  could 
not  have  any  one  member  as  the  predicate  (Linga)  ;  nor  could  we  have  any 
relation  of  this  with  the  Major  term  (expressed  in  the  Major  premiss)  : 

30.  !£.£.,  '  causedness*  is  not  a  property  of  4  non-eternality' ;  nor  is 
there  any  relation  between  these  and  *  sound ' ;  nor  lastly  is  there  any 
relation  between  these  two  themselves. 

31-32.  Nor  is  any  relation  possible  between  the  subject  and  predi- 
cate, taken  each  independently  by  itself,  inasmuch  as  the  relation  is 
neither  mentioned  by  name  nor  signified  by  the  genitive  affix.  Nor  is  any 
predication  of  the  relation  with  the  Middle  term  exemplified ;  nor  can  it 
have  two  forms  partaking  of  the  character  of  the  ascertained  (Sadhana),  as 
well  as  of  the  unascertained  (Sadhya). 

32-33.     Therefore    the   denotation  of  the  po&sessive  affix  (ie.,   the 

29.30  if  «  non-eternality"  (as  the  qualification  or  the  predicate)  were  the  object  of 
Inference,  then,  in  that  case,  "  oanaednesa"  not  being  a  property  of  it,  the  Middle  Term 
("  Cansednesa  ")  would  cease  to  be  a  part  of  the  Minor  term  ("  non-eternality")  j  and 
nnder  such  circumstances,  no  Inference  could  be  possible.  If  again,  "  Sound*1  alone 
were  to  be  the  object  of  Inference,  then  we  could  not  predicate  any  relation  between 
this  ("  Sound")  and  "  Causedness,"  because  there  is  no  such  proposition  as  that— 
"  wherever  there  is  causedness,  there  is  also  sound"  Lastly  ,if  the  "  non-eternality  of 
Bound"  (both  conjointly),  were  the  object  of  Inference,  then  we  could  not  find  any 
instance  of  tlie  predication  of  any  relation  between  the  Middle  Ternx(  "  Causedness") 
and  the  "  non-eternality  of  Sound."  Because,  in  the  case  of  all  other  caused  entities— 
the  jar,  <Sco. — we  find  a  relation  predicated  between  a  caused  entity  and  a  non-eternal 
entity,  and  not  between  a  caused  entity  and  a  non-eternal  sound. 

W-S8  The  conclusion  is  not  in  the  form  "  Parvataaya  agnihnor  as  "  Agniyaroata- 
sambandho'sti."  Says  the  Nyayi  ratnagara.  **  The  mere  existence  of  Relation  cannot 
be  the  subject  of  Inference  ;  because  it  has  already  been  previously  ascertained.  Nor 
does  Kelation  possess  of  a  two-fold  character  of  the  Sadhana  and  the  Sddhana  Ob- 
ject and  the  Means),  whereby,  having  made  "  Relation"  the  Minor  Term  we  could  prove 
the  fact  of  its  being  endued  with  Fir».  Because  a  Relation, 'in  general,  can  never  be 
endued  with  Fire  ;  and  as  for  any  particular  Relation,  inasmuch  as  none  such  can  be 
arrived  at,  previous  to  the  Inference  itself,  it  cannot  be  the  Minor  Term."  And  the 
Kagika  :  "  Is  the  Relation  to  be  proved  as  a  mere  entity,  or  as  qualified  by  some, 
property  ?  The  mere  existence  of  any  object  can  never  be  the  object  of  any  Inference  t 
and  Relation  has  not,  like  the  Mountain,  adual  form  of  the  ascertained  and  the  non- 
ascertained.  Therefore  Relation  can  never  be  the  object  of  Inference." 

W.W  The  theory  accepted  is  that  it  is  the  Minor  Term  as  related  to,  or  qualified  by, 
the  Major  Term,  that  forms  the  object  of.  Inference.  And  it  is  true  that  no  such 
qualified  conclusion  is  possible  without  a  qualification.  Therefore  it  is  held  that  such 
a  qualification  is  the  object  of  Inference,  not  by  itself,  but  only  as  the  implied  necessary 
accomplishment  of  the  conclusion.  And  since  the  other  members  of  the  conclusion 
are  already  known,  therefore  it  is  only  qualification  (or  the  special  relation) — but  this 
only  as  forming  part  of  the  qualified  conclusion—  that  constitutes  the  object  of  Inference 
pure  and  simple. 
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connected  with  some  former  space ';  or  (7),  This  Fire  is  qualified  by  this 
place.' 

42-45.  Among  these,  in  the  first  two,  we  have  the  fault  of  proving 
the  proved  (redundancy)  ;  and  in  the  rest,  self-contradiction.  (3)  There 
can  be  no  invariable  concommitance  of  the  particular  space  with  every 
Fire  in  existence.  (4)  Nor  is  any  such  concomitance  possible  of  a  formerly 
seen  Fire  with  the  present  space  ;  (5)  Nor  can  the  particular  Fire  be  quali- 
fied by  all  space.  (6)  Nor  can  it  be  qualified  by  any  former  space.  And  (7) 
how  can  it  be  asserted  (before  the  Inference  has  been  completed)  that 
'  this  Fire  is  qualified  by  this  particular  place/  when  apart  from  the  parti- 
cular place,  there  is  no  such  specification  as  this  '  Fire  7 

45-46.  And  in  the  present  case  it  is  the  place  (mountain)  which  is 
perceived  before  the  Fire  ;  and  since  it  is  already  perceived  at  the  time  of 
the  perception  of  the  Fire,  it  cannot  be  taken  as  the  qualification. 

46-47.  As  for  the  place,  mountain,  in  as  much  as  its  form  is  perceived 
apart  from,  and  prior  to,  that  of  the  Fire,  it  is  no  fault  to  have  another 
recognition  of  it  as  qualified  by  Fire. 

47-48.  For  these  reasons  we  conclude  that  it  is  the  subject,  as  qualified 
by  the  property,  that  farms  the  object  of  Inference ;  and  such,  in  the 
present  case,  is  the  place  as  accompanied  by  Fire.  Some  people  however 
attribute  (the  character  of  the  object  of  Inference)  to  the  c  smoke.  * 

48.  Objection  :  u  As  in  the  case  of  *  Wordr  so  in  the  present  case  also, 
it  may  be  the  qualification  itself  that  is  the  object  of  the  Linga  (Middle 
Term)." 

49-50.  Not  so  :  because  in  the  case  of  the  Linga,  there  cannot  be 
an  assumption  of  a  multitude  of  applications ;  because  it  cannot  be  the 
object  of  Inference  j  and  the  subject  too  is  one  that  has  been  previously 

4.2.45  (i)  That  the  Mre  exists  does  not  stand  in  need  of  proofs.  The  same  is  the 
case  with  the  (2).  (3)  Certainly,  the  particular  space  in  question  cannot  contain  all 
the  Fire  that  exists  in  the  world*.  (4)  The  Fire  seen  elsewhere  cannot  reside  in  the 
place  in  question.  (5)  The  Fire  seen  now  cannot  occupy  all  the  space  in  the  world. 
^6)  No  former  space  can  be  occupied  by  the  Fire  seen  at  the  present  time.  (7)  Inas- 
much as  the  Fire  is-  not  perceptible  by  the  sense,  and  as  such,  is  not  capable  of  being' 
designated  as  "  this  Fire,"  it  is  not  possible  to  have  as  the  object  of  Inference,  "  the 
Fire  as  qualified  by  a  particular  place." 

48  That  is  to  say,  as  in  the  case  of  a  word — f  .i.  "  cow"— though  there  is  an  idea  of 
the  class  *  cowr*  as  defined  by  the  individual  cow,  yet  the  Mimansakas  accept  the  force  of 
the  word  to  lie  in  th-e  class  alone  ;  so,  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  present  case  also,  the 
force  of  the  Linga  may  be  accepted  to  lie  in  the  qualification.  Fire,  alone,  and  not  in 
the  place  cos-  qualified  by  Fire* 

4fc.fitf  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  tbat  the  qualification,  Fire,  is  perceived  only  at  the 
tinie  ol  the  recognition  of  it»  relation  with  the  Subject ;  and  as  &uch,  it  can  serve  to* 
qualify  the  Subject,  which  is  remembered  at  that  time.  Consequently  it  cannot  bo 
assumed  that  like  a  "  Word,  "  the  "  Linga  *'  has  its  force  in  the  "  qualification."  Nor 
can  the  Linga  be  said  to  have  any  such  application  in  the  Subject,  either :  because  the 
Subject  is  such  as  has  already  been  previously  perceived,  by  some  other  means* 
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perceived.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  object  of  Inference  is  the  subject  as 
qualified  (by  the  Fire)  ;  because  this  alone  is  such  as  has  not  been  previously 
perceived. 

50-51.  Objection  :  "  If  *  smoke'  were  the  subject  qualified,  then  the 
Middle  Term  would  become  a  part  of  the  Minor  Term." 

Reply :     It  is  not  so ;  because  the   object  of   Inference  is   a  particular 

*  smoke/     whereas     tbe  Middle   Term  is  in  the   general  form,   the  class 

*  smoke.' 

51-52.  If  the  character  of  the  means  of  right  knowledge  be  attributed 
to  the  '  smoke1  ,  or  to  c  its  conception/  or  to  the  *  remembrance  of  its 
connection/  then  there  would  be  an  identity  of  the  objects  with  the  final 
result,  through  its  action  (i.e.,  the  action  of  the  smoke,  &c. ),  as  has  been 
described  before(in  the  case  of  Sense- Perception). 

52-53.  "  But  the  author  of  the  Bhashya  holds  that  it  is  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  object  that  is  the  means  of  right  knowledge."  True ;  but  the 
uncertainty,  spoken  of  (by  the  Bhashya)  as  attaching  to  the  case  of  Sense- 
Perception,  applies  equally  to  all  Means  of  Bight  JSTotion. 

53-54.  One,  who  wishes  to  prove  by  Inference  something  that  he 
has  learnt  by  Inference,  must  first  of  all  lay  down  the  Minor  Premiss,  as 
explained  above. 

54-55.  It  is  with  reference  to  the  subject  (Minor  Term),  that  the 
property  of  the  predicate  (Major  Term)  is  laid  down  j  and  by  means  of 

60.61  This  is  an  objection  against  the  Naiyayika  theory  of  the  "  Smoke  "  being 
the  object  of  Inference.  *'  Smoke  "  is  the  Middle  Term  ;  and  if  it  be  made  the  Minor 
Term  also,  this  would  bring  about  an  absurd  admixture.  The  reply  to  this  objection  is 
baaed  upon  the  ground  that  the  object  of  Inference  is  a  particular  "  Smoke  "  in  the 
mountain,  while  the  Middle  Term  is  the  general  "  Dhumatwa." 

W-W  The  action  of  smoke  and  the  rest  tends  towards  the  recognition  of  the  object 
of  knowledge  ;  and  thns  there  is  an  identification  of  the  Object  of  the  Means  with  that 
of  the  Result.  In  the  chapter  on  *'  Sense-perception/1  with  a  view  to  this  identity 
between  the  Means  and  the  Result,  the  Bauddha  has  declared  the  "  Idea  "  alone  to  be 
both  the  Means  and  the  End  (of  Perception) ;  and  in  that  place  it  was  pointed  out  by 
him  that  exactly  the  same  would  be  the  case  with  Inference  also.  Consequently  the 
reply  that  was  given  to  the  Bauddha,  in  the  previous  chapter,  would  serve  our  purpose, 
also  on  the  present  occasion  :  viz  :  "  Such  identity  directly  contradicts  the  universally 
accepted  distinction,  between  Causeaand  Effects"  ;  and  again — "  Who  can  rightly  uphold 
any  identity  of  the  axe  with  the  cutting  ?  " 

W.&s  «  Such  being  the  view  of  the  Bhashya,  how  can  you.  hold  that  there  is  an 
uncertainty  with  regard  to  the  smolce,  its  cognition,  the  rememberance  of  its  connection, 
&c.  ?  *'  True,  but  in  the  section  on  Sense- Perception,  the  Bhashya  expresses  itself  in 
donbtf  ullangnage :  "Buddhirva  janma  v«,  &c.  "  ;  and  tms'  uncertainty  applies  to  the 
case  of  every  Pramana. 

&3-&*  An  argument  is  that  by  means  of  which  one  seeks  to  prove  something  to 
another;  and  such  an  argument  is  made  up  of  the  Conclusion,  the  Reason,  and  the 
Instance  j  and  the  Conclusion  consists  of  the  mention  of  the  Minor  Term  (Mountain) 
f.i.)  as  qualified  by  the  Major  Term  (FireJ  ;  and  it  is  this  that  ought  to  be  laid  down 
first. 


this  predication,  what  is  implied  is  the  preclusion  of  only  such  properties 
as  are  contrary  to  the  said  predicate,  and  not  of  those  that  are  compatible 
with  it. 

55-56,  The  addition  of  the  phrase  "  not  in  proximity  "  serves  to  set 
aside  two  things  :  (1)  definite  recognition  (by  some  other  easier  means)  of 
the  object  in  the  same  form  in  which  it  is  sought  to  be  proved  by  the 
Inference  ;  and  (2)  recognition  (by  some  easier  means)  of  a  form  contrary 
to  that  sought  to  be  proved. 

56-58.  Because  that  which  has  already  been  ascertained  some  way  or 
the  other  does  not  stand  in  need  of  any  other  Means  of  right  Knowledge. 
That  is  to  say,  if  an  object  has  been  definitely  known  beforehand  in  the 
same  form  (as  that  which  is  sought  to  be  proved  by  Inference),  then  this 
Proof  becomes  useless.  And  if  object  has  been  known  (by  more  trust- 
worthy means)  in  a  form  contrary  to  the  one  sought  to  be  proved,  then 
there  is  no  room  for  another  proof.  Because  even  before  the  appearance 
of  the  source  (of  Inference),  its  object  will  have  been  snatched  away  (by 
another  and  stronger  proof  )* 

58-59.  In  the  case  of  all  the  six  means  of  right  knowledge  —  Sense- 
perception  and  the  rest  —  if  an  object  is  ascertained  by  means  of  one  of 
them,  then  it  is  by  means  of  the  same  that  the  functioning  of  another 
means  of  Right  Notion  is  barred  ;  because  in  such  cases  there  can  he 
no  option. 

59-60.  The  imperceptibility  of  Sound,  &c.,  is  contradicted  by  Sense- 
perception  ;  and  the  assertion  of  their  being  not  amenable  to  the  Sense  of 
audition  is  contradicted  by  Inference. 

60-61.  Amenability  to  the  sense  of  audition  is  not  cognised  by  means 
of  Sense-perception  ;  it  is  cognised  by  means  of  affirmative  and  negative 
premisses,  with  reference  to  the  case  of  the  deaf,  <fcc. 

61-62.    The  contradiction  of  Verbal  Testimony  is  three-fold—  with 


The  Bhlshya  speaks  of  "  AsanniJcrshte'rihe  buddhih'*  ,-  and  by  this  is  meant 
the  fact  that  any  object,  which,  in  a  definite  form,  is  known  beforehand  by  some  easier 
means  (Sense-Perceptionf.  i.)  in  that  very  form  it  cannot  be  the  object  of  a  more  compli- 
cated means  of  knowledge  (f.  i.,  Inference)  ;  and  also  that  if  an  object,  in  a  definite 
form,  is  cognised  previously  by  a  stronger  means  of  cognition  (Sense-perception)  then  the 
same  object,  in  a  form,  contrary  to  this,  can  never  be  the  object  of  a  weaker  means 
(Inference). 

68.68  "  Snatched  away,  $*<?.."—-  The  source  of  Inference  consists  of  the  perception  of 
the  Middle  Term  and  the  rememberance  of  Invariable  concomitance,  &o,,  <&c.  j  and 
before  these  are  accomplished,  tbe  Object  of  Inference  will  have  be^n  already  proved  — 
either  in.  the  affirmative  or  in  the  negative  —by  some  other  stronger  proof,  (Sense-Per- 
ception) j  and  in  that  case,  there  will  be  no  room  for  the  action  of  Inference. 

&9.60  An  Inference  is  set  aside  by  another  Inference,  only  when  the  latter  happens 
to  be  simpler  in  its  process  and  more  direct  and  easier  of  comprehension  than  the  former. 

60.51  <«  Jtea/,"—  Affirmative  premiss  :  "  Wherever  there  is  Sense  of  Audition,  a  sound 
is  heard,  as  in  the  case  of  ordinary  people."  Negative  premiss  :  "  Where  there  is  no 
Sense  of  Audition,  there  is  no  perception  of  Sound  ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  deaf." 
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reference  to  (1)  Present  declaration,  (2)  Former  declaration,  and  (3) 
a  universally  recognised  fact. 

62-63.  (1)  "  I  have  all  my  life  been  silent"  is  contradicted  by  the 
mere  assertion.  (2)  If  all  assertion  be  declared  to  be  false,  then  the  very 
mention  of  the  subject  of  the  proposition  (*'  all  assertion")  makes  it  self- 
contradictory.  ( 5)  In  the  assertion  "  Because  I  was  born  therefore  my 
mother  is  barren,"  there  is  self-contradiction  in  the  mention  of  the  reason 
("  because  I  was  born"). 

64-65.  (2)  To  the  Bauddha  the  assertion  of  the  eternality  of  '  word' 
is  contradicted  by  his  previous  assertion  (of  the  momentary  character 
and  non-eternality  of  all  things.)  And  (3)  he  who  denies  the  fact  of  the 
moon  being  signified  by  the  word  "  Candra  *'  is  contradicted  by  the  idea 
of  the  moon  derived  by  all  men  from  that  word. 

65-66.  If  any  one  were  to  argue,  to  one  who  is  cognisant  with  the 
form  of  both  the  *  cow  *  and  the  '  gavaya,'  that  "  there  is  no  similarity 
between  the  *  cow '  and  the  *  gavaya7  "  — he  would  be  contradicted  by 
"  Analogy." 

66-68.  If  anybody  were  to  argue,  with  reference  to  Caitra  who 
is  alive  and  whose  existence  in  the  house  is  ascertained,  that  *  he  is  not 
outside  the  house*,  "he  would  be  contradicted  by  "  Apparent  Inconsistency*' 
(based  on  Negation)  ;  so  also  the  arguing  of  the  non-burning  power  of 
Fire  (which  would  contradict  "  Apparent  Inconsistency1*  based  on  Sense- 
Perception)  ;  the  arguing  of  the  non- denotative  power  of  a  word 
(which  would  contradict  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  based  on.  Inference)  ; 
the  arguing  of  the  non-existence  of  the  Sense  of  Audition  (which 
would  also  contradict  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  based  on  Sense-percep- 
tion) ;  and  lastly,  the  arguing  of  the  non-eternality  of  word  (which  would 
contradict  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  based  upon  another  "  Apparent 
Inconsistency  "). 

68-69.  There  is  contradiction  of  "  Yerbal  Apparent  Inconsistency," 
when  eating  during  the  day  having  been  denied  by  a  trustworthy  person 
eating  at  night  be  also  denied  by  means  of  arguments.  And  there  is  con- 
tradiction of  "  Negation"  if  the  existence  of  (such  non-entities  as)  "  hare's 
horns  "  be  argued  to  exist. 

70-71.  Thus  has  been  exemplified  the  contradiction  of  the  relation 
of  the  qualification  (Predicate).  We  are  now  going  to  describe  tthe  contra- 
diction, with  regard  to  all  the  means  of  right  knowledge,  of  tbe  natural 
form  and  specific  property  of  the  Predicate,  the  Subject,  and  both  of 
these  (taken  together),  denoted  respectively  by  direct  assei'tion,  and 
indirect  implication* 

62.88  The  examples  of  the  three-fold  contradiction  of  verbal  authority  are  :  (1)  one 
who  says  "  I  am  silent"  contradicts  himself  ;  (2)  If  "  all  assertions  are  false,'*  the  asser- 
tion of  the  speaker  also  is  false  j  (3)  If  one  is  born,  his  mother  cannot  be  called 
' "  barren." 
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71-72.  If  one  were  to  argue,  from  the  existence  of  certain  pieces  of 
burnt  straw  in  ice,  that  the  Ice  contains  fire,  then  its  specific  property 
*  heat '  would  be  contradicted  by  the  cold,  which  is  directly  perceptible 
"by  the  Sense  of  Touch. 

72-73.  *  The  prescribed  (animal-slaughter)  is  a  Sin,  inasmuch  as 
it  produces  a  certain  degree  of  pain  to  the  killer)  ' — in  this  argument  the 
mention  of  "  prescribed  Siu  "  contradicts  itself ;  and  similarly  its  specific 
property,  of  bringing  about  pain,  also  stands  self -contradicted. 

74-75.  In  the  assertion  "  all  cognition  is  unreal",  lies  the  contradic- 
tion of  both,  by  its  form  and  specific  property  ;  inasmuch  as  it  is  also  the 
cognition  of  these  that  is  proved  to  ba  unreal  (by  the  general  statement)  ; 
the  specific  properties  here  contradicted  are  momentariness  and  Absolute 
unreality. 


75-76.  By  the  mention  of  "  the  perception  of  one  member  "  (in  the 
definition  of  Inference  laid  down  in  the  Bhashya),  are  set  aside  such 
cases  where  there  is  doubt,  non- cognition  and  contrary  conviction  in  the 
mind  of  either  one  or  both  of  the  disputants. 

76-77.  In  such  instances  as  *'  Mre  cannot  burn,  because  it  is  cool," 
"  word  is  non-eternal,  because  it  is  amenable  to  the  sense  of  sight,  and  the 
like," — there  is  a  contrary  conviction  in  the  minds  of  both  disputants. 

77-78.  If  the  facts  of  "  being  caused,"  and  "  being  a  property  "  be 
brought  forward  by  others  as  reasons  against  the  Mimansaka,  (with  a  view 
to  prove  the  non-eternality  of  Sound)  then  the  reasons  would  be  contrary 
to  the  firm  conviction  of  one  of  the  disputants  (the  person  addressed,  i.e., 
the  Mimansaka)  ;  and  if  such  reasons  be  brought  forward  by  the  Mimansaka 
himself,  then  they  would  be  contrary  to  the  conviction  of  the  person 
addressing  (t.e.,  the  Mimansaka  himself). 

78-79.  If  in  any  case,  *  smoke  ?  be  doubted  to  be  "  fog  "  by  one  or 
both  of  the  dispuants,  then  it  would  be  three-fold  "  Asiddha."  Such  are 
the  forms  of  the  direct  contradiction  (of  the  Middle  Term). 

71-78  This  is  the  contradiction  of  a  particular  property  of  the  Predicate. 

73.18  Tins  is  the  contradiction  of  the  form  and  the  specific  property  of  the  Subject. 

tc  Contradicts  its  own  form" — Because  what  is  enjoined  cannot  be  sinful.  " Specific 
property,  $*c." — Because  what  has  been  enjoined  cannot  bring  pain  to  one  who  does  it. 

74.76  Specific  properties  contradicted.,  fife" — Because  by  the  general  statement,  "  all 
cognitions  are  false,"  the  cognitions  of  momentarmess  and  unreality  would  also  become 
false. 

75-76  Uptill  now,  it  has  been  proved  that  the  mention  of  the  word  "  Asannikrshtaf ' 
in  the  definition  laid  down  in  the  Bhashya,  series  to  preclude  all  mistaken  forms  of 
conclusion.  And  with  this  Karika  begins  the  treatment  of  the  Fallacies — "  AsTddha," 
"  Anaikantika"  and"  Yiruddha."  And  first  of  all  it  is  shown  that  the  mention  of 
*'  iikacle9adar$anat"  serves  to  set  aside,  from  the  definition,  all  forms  of  the  Fallacy  of 
"  Asiddha." 

78-77  Since  no  disputant  will  admit  that  that  Fire  is  cooZ,  or  that  Sound  is  amen- 

Me  to  the  function  of  sight,  therefore  the  Middle  Term  is  contrary  to  the  notion  of  both, 

78.79  «  Therefore,  §fc."  i.e.,  the  donbt  resting  in  on©  disputant,  and  in  both  disputants. 
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79-80.  These  would  be  the  different  forms  of  the  contradiction  (of 
the  Middle  Term  as  based  on  that)  of  its  substratum  (i.e.,  the  Minor 
Term,  the  subject  of  the  conclusion),  inasmuch  as  even  if  the  Middle  Term 
be  known  by  itself,  it  does  nob  actually  serve  as  the  Middle  Term  until  it 
comes  to  be  predicated,  or  related  to  the  Minor  Term. 

80-81.  In  the  case  of  the  argument  "  the  soul  is  omnipresent,  because 
its  action  is  found  everywhere,"  we  have  a  Middle  Term  whose  substra- 
tum (the  soul)  is  not  accepted  by  the  Bauddha  ;  and  with  regard  to 
which  there  are  doubts  even  in  the  minds  of  ordinary  people. 

81-83.  Since  there  can  be  no  processes  on  mere  verbal  non-accept- 
ance, therefore  it  is  only  the  assertions  of  such  fa,cts  as  are  known  by 
both  parties  to  be  false  that  can  be  accepted  as  fallacies  in  an  argument. 

Any  other  reason  will  have  to  be  accepted  as  valid,  if  the  other  party 
proves  it  to  be  so  (to  impartial  umpires)  ;  but  in  case  that  the  invalidity 
of  the  Reason  be  proved  by  the  first  party,  it  will  constitute  a  discre- 
pancy in  the  argument  of  the  other  disputant. 


83-85.  The  two  causes  of  a  fallacious  Reason,  Doubt  and  Contra- 
diction, are  set  aside  by  the  mention  of  "  JnStasambandliah"  For  only 
three  are  the  grounds  of  Doubt,  or  uncertainty  ;  (1)  when  the  Middle 
Term  exists  in  the  Major  Term  as  well  as  in  its  contradictory,  (2)  when  it 
does  not  exist  in  either  (existing  ouly  in  the  Minor  Term),  and  (3)  A 
case  where  in  one  member  (of  the  conclusion,  either  the  Major  or  the 
Minor  Term)  exist  two  contradictory  attributes. 

85-86.  In  the  case  of  such  Major  Terms  (predicates  of  the  conclu- 
sion) as  "  eternal  "  "  not  arising  from  an  effort,"  "  caused  by  effort,"  and 
"  eternal,"  —  such  Reasons,  (respectively)  as  "  knowable/'  non-eternal," 

19.80  it  is  only  as  related  to  the  Middle  Term,  and  thereby  forming  the  Minor 
Premiss,  that  the  Middle  Term  can  be  accepted  as  such. 

81.88  This  is  to  guard  against  such  unreasonable  disputants  as  would  briug  forward 
the  -fact  of  their  own  non-acceptance  of  the  Reason,  as  an  argument  against  alt  that 
they  may  find  to  be  going  against  themselves.  By  this  safeguard,  the  diapntants  can 
bring  forward  only  such  f  acfcs'as  are  universally  recognised  as  forming  part  of  the 
theory  that  they  may  be  upholding. 

83.86  (1)  i8  a  caae  of  "  Sadharana  "  (2)  that  of  "  AsadMrana  "  and  (3)  that  of  Virud- 


86.88  The  first  syllogism  is  :  "  Word  is  eternal,  because  it  is  knowable  ;  "  but  Icnow- 
dbility  exists  in  eternal  objects,  like  the  ffo  ul,  &o.,  and  also  in  non-eternal  objects,  like 
the  jar,  &o.,  ard  thus  it  is  Sddharana  (or  Common,  Too  Wide).  The  second  syllogism 
is  thus  :  "  Word  is  not  caused  by  an  effort,  because  it  is  non-eternal  ;  "  but  here,  non~ 
eternality  is  siich  as  is  found  in  the  jar  as  well  as  in  the  Lightning,  the  former  of  which  is 
brought,  about  by  the  effort  of  the  potter,  while  the  latter  is  not  caused  by  any  effort. 
The  third  syllogism  is  this  :  "  Word  arises  from  effort,  because  it  is  non-eternal  j  "in  this 
too  we  have,  the  same  fallacy  as  in  the  last.  The  fourth  syllogism  is  :  "  Word  is 
eternal  because  it  is  immaterial,"  wftere  too  immateriality  is  such  as  is  found  in 
eternal  things  like  Space,  &o.,  and  also  i^  non-eternal  things,  like  Action,  &o, 
25 
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"  non-  eternal,"  and  "  not  endowed  witli  a  form"  (Immaterial),  are  com- 
mon to  both  (the  Major  Term  and  its  contradictory).  [  "  K*on-eternality  " 
has  to  be  taken  twice  in  the  former  half]. 

86-87.  In  the  case  of  the  argument  "  earth  is  eternal,  because  it  is 
endued  with  smell,"-  we  have  an  u  uncommon  "  Middle  Term  ;  aud  it  is  a 
cause  of  uncertainty  inasmuch  as  it  is  wanting  in  one  of  the  grounds  of 
certainty. 

87-89.  The  "  common  "  Middle  Term  too  is  a  cause  of  doubt,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  found  to  give  rise  to  a  dual  notion  (those  of  the  Major  Term  as  well 
as  its  contradictory),  and  because  two  contradictory  notions  cannot  belong 
to  the  same  subject.  So  also  in  the  case  of  the  "  uncommon,"  wherever 
(either  in  the  Major  Term  or  its  contradictory)  it  does  not  exist,  by  means 
of  the  negation  of  that,  it  would  point  to  the  contradiction  of  the 
negation  of  both  ;  and  as  such  it  would  become  a  cause  of  doubt. 

8Q-9L  .The  fact  of  these  being  causes  of  doubt,  refers  only  to  certain 
particular  objects,  because  with  reference  to  certain  other  objects  these 
are  found  to  lead  to  certain  definite  conclusions,  through  negative  and 
•affirmative  concomitance, — as  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  proving  "  absence 
of  action,  "  by  "  immateriality,"  and  in  that  of  the  "  presence  of  smell  " 
being  ascertained  in  a  certain  particular  form  of  earth  ;  and  such  Reasons 


88.81  Since  t4  Odour  "  resides  in  the  Earth  alone.  The  grounds  of  certainty  are  : 
(1)  "  Existence  of  a  substrate  other  the  Minor  Term,"  (2)  "  Non-existence  in  any  place 
where  the  absence  of  the  Major  Term  has  been  ascertained/*  In  the  "  Common  "  or 
*c  Too  Wide  "  Reason,  though  the  former  ground  is  present,  the  latter  is  not  ;  while  in 
the  "  Uncommon,"  we  have  the  latter,  and  not  the  former. 

81.89  The  "  Uncommon"  has  been  called  the  cause  of  uncertainty,  in  accordance 
with  the  Bauddha  theory ;  and  the  Vartika  has  in  another  place,  negatived  the  fact. 
The  "  Common  "  is  a  cause  of  doubt,  not  because  it  leads  to  a  false  conclusion,  bui 
because  such  a  Middle  Term  cannot  rightly  lead  to  any  conclusion  at  all.  The  fact  is 
that  since  it  is  seen  in  both,  it  leads  to  the  remembrance  of  both  its  substrates  ;  and 
the  remembrance  of  two  mutually  contradictory  subjects  bars  the  due  ascertainment 
of  either,  and  as  such  becomes  a  cause  of  doubt.  While  in  the  case  of  -the  "uncom- 
mon/1 it  is  found  in  no  other  place  save  the  Minor  Term,— i.e.,  neither  in  the  Major 
Term  nor  in  its  contradictory, — and  so  brings  about  the  idea  of  neither ;  and  as  such,  it 
cannot  be  said  to  be  a  cause  of  doubt. 

89-91  in  the  case  of  the  proving  of  "  eternality/'  the  reason  of  Immateriality  is 
one  that  exists  in  such  things  as  Action,  &c.,  which  are  non-kternal ;  hence  the  Bea- 
son  does  not  serve  to  preclude  such  things  as  "  wherein  the  absence  of  the  Major 
Term  har  been  ascertained ;  "  and  as  such,  it  becomes  a  cause  of  doubt ;  when  however 
we  proceed  to  prove  "  absence  of  action/*  the  reason  of  Immaterality  becomes  such  as  is 
not  found  in  anything  that  has  any  action  ;  and  as  such  we  have  the  negation  of  the 
absence  of  the  contradictory  of  the  Major  Term  j  and  hence  it  leads  to  a  definite  con- 
clusion. In  the  same  manner,  the  presence  of  "  Odour  "  gives  rise  to  a  doubt,  when 
"  Earth  "  is  made  the  Minor  Term  :  but  when  a  certain  particular  form  of  "  Earth  " 
(the  jar,  f .i.)  is  the  Minor  Term,  then,  inasmuch  as  we  have  the  affirmative  concomi- 
tance of  the  presence  of  Odour  in  other  particular  forms  of  Earth,  it  gives  rise  to  a 

ite  conclusion. 
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serve  the  purpose  (of  proving  certain  conclusions  with  regard  to  another 
particular  form  of  earth) . 

91-92.  Where  the  non-perceptibility  of  air  is  sought  to  be  proved 
by  the  absence  of  shape — we  get  at  the  idea  of  the  perceptibility  of  Air 
from  the  fact  of  its  being  felt  by  touch  ;  and  in  this  case,  we  have  the 
concomitance  of  contradictions  (  Perceptibility  and  Tmperceptibility). 

92-93.  Some  people  call  this  "  J&tyantara"  Others  again  call  it 
ce  common  "  in  parts,  or  "  uncommon"  in  its  totality. 

93-94.  When  the  conclusion  of  a  certain  argument  is  negatived  by 
the  aforesaid  means  of  right  notion  (Sense-perception,  &c.),— then  from 
the  refutation  of  this  argument,  we  have  a  definite  conclusion  (based  on  the 
arguments  whereby  it  has  been  negatived),  because  this  latter  itself  has 
not  been  negatived. 

94-96.  Sometimes,  two  Reasons  though  giving  rise  to  Doubt,  when 
taken  separately,  each  by  itself,  yet  on  being  combined,  lead  to  a  de- 
finite conclusion  (as  in  the  case  of  proving  a  certain  object  to  be  a  post) 
we  have  the  terms  "  Vertical  height31  and  "  presence  of  crows."  Two  such 
reasons,  as  are  not  mutually  contradictory,  are  able  to  lead  to  a  definite 
conclusioxi,  both  severally  as  well  as  collectively.  Therefore  it  is  only  such 
Reasons  taken  severally  as  are  mutually  contradictory  that  have  been  de- 
clared above  to  be  causes  of  uncertainty. 

96.  The  contradictory  character  (Viruddhata)  of   the  Middle  Term 
has  been  said  to  be  six- fold,  four-fold,  or  one  only  (by  different  theorists). 

97.  When  the  conclusion — either  the   directly  expressed  or  the  one 
implied — is   negatived   by  the   Reason,  (then  we  have  its  contradictory). 
In  the  case  of  the  proving  of   4  eternality  '  by  *  causedness,'   we   have    the 
contradictory  character  of  the  Reason  based  on  the   contradiction  of  the 
predicate  of  the   conclusion  (because    c  causedness  '  is  opposed  to  *  eterna- 
lity'). 

98-100.     We  have   the    contradiction  of  a  particular    form  of  the 

92.98  When  one  of  the  two  contradictories  exist,  in  parts,  in  the  "  Sapaksha "  and 
the  "  Vipaksha,,"  it  is  a  case  of  the  "  Common  ; "  and  when  both  of  them  do  not  exist 
anywhere  in  common,  then  we  have  the  "  Uncommon." 

94-95  Simply  Vertical  Height  by  itself  is  nob  able  to  ascertain  whether  a  certain 
object  is  &post  or  a  man;  so  also  the  mere  fact  of  the  presence  of  the  crow  is  not  enoagh 
for  the  ascertainment  of  the  post.  But  when  the  facts  are  taken  together,  then  they 
lead  to  the  definifca  conclnsion  that  it  is  a  post.  "  Not  mutually  contradictory,  <fcc." — > 
such  as  the  presence  of  smoke,  and  that  of  a  smell  arising  from  burning — both  of  which 
lead  to  the  conclnsion  as  to  the  presence  of  Fire. 

917  Contradiction  of  the  Predicate. 

98.100  «  Implied  conclusion" — because  when  a  word  has  been  ascertained  to  have 
its  purpose  of  signification  satisfied,  with,  reference  to  its  shape,  then  there  is  no  fur- 
ther necessity  of  admitting  any  other  signification.  "  Cannot  have  its  signification,  $"c.*' 
—thus  the  fact  of  the  shapa  of  the  word  having  a  meaning  becomes  contradicted  by 
the  reason, "  presence  of  affix,"  which  proves  the  presence  of  meanings  other  than  the 
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predicate  (Major  Term)  when  we  have  an  argument  such  as — "the  shape  of 
a  word  has  a  meaning  even  before  the  ascertainment  of  its  connection  with 
its  recognised  meaning, — because  it  has  an  affix, — as  after  (the  ascertain- 
ment of  its  recognised  meaning)."  In  this  case,  the  implied  conclusion  is 
that  a  word  has  its  meaning  restricted  to  its  shape  ;  while  "  afterwards," 
the  word  with  an  affix  is  found  to  have  a  meaning  other  than  the  shape ; 
therefore  even  hefore  the  recognition  of  such  signification,  the  word  cannot 
have  its  signification  apply  to  its  shape. 

100-102.  In  the  case  of  such  arguments  as — (<  8amav aya  (Inference) 
is  distinct  from  Substance,  &c., — because  with  regard  to  it  we  have  the 
notion  that  *  it  is  here/ — as  for  instance,  *  conjunction  '  (Samyoga)  in  such 
cases  as  'this  jar  is  here*  " — we  have  the  proof  of  the  "  absence  ofSamavaya  " 
in  the  shape  of  "  Conjunction  "  (Samyoga).  Thus  in  this  case  we  have  a 
Reason  directly  contradicting  the  form  of  the  subject  ( "  Samavaya  "). 

102-103.  In  proving  the  unity  of  "  Samavaya"  like  "  Satta "  (existence), 
we  will  have  the  contradiction  of  a  particular  property  (unity)  of  the 
Subject ;  because,  like  "  Samyoga  "  we  have  a  diversity  (of  "  SamavQyas"). 

103-104.  When  one  is  proving  to  the  SantrSntiJca  the  fact  of  the 
eternal  existence  of  the  Self,  by  reason  of  its  being  impartite,  like  the 
Ak&ga, — we  have  the  contradiction  of  the  forms  of  both  (Subject  and 
Predicate). 

104-105.  There  is  contradiction  of  the  specific  characters  of  both 
(Subject  and  Predicate)  when  there  is  such  an  argument  as — "  The  eye,  &c., 
are  for  another's  ( Soul's)  purpose  because  they  are  made  up  of  a  coglomer- 
ation  of  parts,  like  a  bed,  &c." 

105-106.  In  the  "  bed  "  we  always  have  "  coglomeration  "  and  "  the 
being  for  another's  purpose/*  where  both  are  with  regard  to  material 
objects  ;  and  hence  by  this  example' (of  a  bed)  we  cannot  prove  "the  being 
for  another's  purpose  "  with  regard  to  the  Soul  or  Self  (which  is  imma- 
terial) ;  and  thus  we  have  a  contradiction. 

106-107.  What  is  sought  to  prove  is  the  fact  of  (  "eye,  &c.,"}  being 
for  the  purpose  of  an  impartite  (Soul  or  Self).  While,  what  the  argument 
proves  is  the  material  (or  partite)  character  of  the  Soul.  And  further. 

shape  which  is  the  contradiction  of  a  particular  property  of  the  Predicate  :  viz.,  the 
fact  of  the  shape  of  words  having  meanings. 

100.10*  The  contradiction. of  the  form  of  the  Subject  of  the  conclusion  (Minor  Term), 
The  reason  here  assigned  as  proving  the  existence  of  the  "  Samyoga  "  is  found  to  prove 
"  Samyoga  n  which  is  not  Samavaya. 

108.104  Because  to  the  SautrantiTca,  the  Akaga  is  nothing  more  than  the  "  absence 
of  covering; "  Ak^a  being  a  mere  non-entifcy,  there  can  be  no  chance  of  its  eternality. 
Thus  then,  by  means  of  the  same  example,  the  Eeason  (impartitenesa)  would  negative 
the  /orfn,  as  well  as  the  eternality  of  the  Self, — in  a  case  where  the  former  is  the  Sub- 
ject and  the  latter  the  Predicate  of  the  conclusion. 

105.101  «  Self  "Consciousness" — In  the  Bed,  the  coglomeration  is  such  as  is  invariably 
concomitant  with  gross  materiality,  which  is  devoid  of  all  taint  of  the  evolution  of 
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there  would  be  another  unwished  for  conclusion — viz.,  the  fact  of  the  'eye,' 
Ac.,  not  being  the  evolutions  of  "  Self -consciousness." 

107-108.  The  instances  of  the  similarity  and  dissimilarity  of  the 
Predicate  (Major  Term)  are  cited  with  a  view  to  describe  the  invariable 
concomitance  of  the  Reason  with  the  Predicate. 

108-109.  And  it  i#  with  reference  to  the  Reason  that  the  Major  Term 
is  predicated.  It  is  the  "  Dharma  "  which  is  the  pervaded  Subject,  and  the 
pervader  is  the  other  (i.e.,  the  "  Dharmi  "). 

109-110.  The  characteristics  of  the  Subject  are — (1)  the  mention 
beginning  with  "  which,"  and  (2)  mention  previous  (to  that  of  the  Predi- 
cate) ;  and  those  of  the  Predicate  are  (1)  mention  by  "that,"  and  (2) 
"eva"  (definite). 

110-111.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  a  word  denotes  its  meaning,  indepen- 
dently of  the  wish  of  the  speaker  ;  and  the  fact  of  such  meanings  being 
the  causes  of  the  conclusion  depends  upon  tlie  power  of  invariable  con- 
comitance  alone. 

111-114.  Hence  when,  not  knowing  this  (peculiarity  of  Invariable 
concomitance),  the  speaker  wishes  to  lay  down  mere  association  (of  the 
Reason  with  the  Major  Term),  or  when  by  mere  perversity  of  his  attach- 
ment to  a  contrary  conclusion,  he  doet.  not  lay  down  the  invariable  conco- 
mitance of  the  Reason,  or  even  when  desiring  to  make  a  mention  of  it, 
he  does  not  use  the  proper  words  suited  to  that  purpose,  e.g.,  "  in  the  jar 
exist  causedness  and  destruct  Utility  "  or  "  the  destructible  is  invariably  con- 
comitant with  the  caused," — then  in  such  cases  the  character  of  the 
Reason  would  belong  not  to  what  is  desired  to  be  so,  but  to  something 
else  which,  is  altogether  undesirable  as  the  Reason.  Therefore  that  which 
is  meant  to  be  the  Reason  must  be  mentioned,  as  being  invariably  conco- 
mitant (with,  the  Major  Term). 

self -consciousness.  Thus  then,  the  Rea'  on— fTie  presence  of  a  coglomeration  of  parts — 
would  come  to  prove,  though  example  of  the  Bed,  that  the  eye,  &o.,  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  evolutions  of  Self -consciousness — a  conclusion  not  quite  palatable  to  theSarikhya. 

101  With  this  begins  the  consideration  of  the  discrepancies  of  exemplification. 

108.109  in.  the  syllogism, "  non-eternal,  because  caused,"  "  causedness  "  is  the 
Keason,  and  "  non-eternality  "  the  Major  Term  j  and  the  example  in  its  snpport  is  — "  what- 
ever is  caused  is  non-eternal,  as  the  jar"  where  "  whatever  is  caused"  is  the  Subject  and 
"  non-eternal  "  the  Predicate. 

110.1U  A  consideration  of  the  Subject  and  the  Predicate  is  necessary,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  on  the  expressive  power  of  words  alone  that  the  denotation  of  meanings  depends  : 
and  only  such  meanings  or  Objects  can  be  used  as  Reasons  in  an  argument,  as  are  found 
to  be  invariably  concomitant  with  the  Major  Term. 

1U-1U  "  Lay  down  mere  association,  $"c.,"  e.g.,  "  Word  is  non-eternal,  becanse  it  is 
causedj  (ft>r  instance)  in  p,  jar, '  destructibility,  is  causedness,  "  Contrary  conclusion,  <J"c., 
<fcc.,  &C»,&CM  not  suited,  &c."— for  example,  "  Destructibility  is  concomitant  with  caused- 
ness." When  snchis  the  case,  then  causedness  ceases  to  be  the  Reason,  the  character 
whereof  passes  over  to  Destructibility.  And  for  the  purpose  of  precluding  r»uch  false 
argumentations,  a  correct  statement  of  an  Instance  is  necessary. 
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114-116.  Even  when  the  reasoning  is  correctly  laid  down,  the  sen* 
tence  fails  to  give  the  desired  meaning  rightly,  on  account  of  the  ahsence 
(in  the  Instance)  of—  (1)  the  Major  Term,  (2)  or  the  Middle  Term,  (3)  or  both 
the  Major  and  the  Middle  Terms,  or  (4)  invariable  concomitance, — e.#., 
"Sound is  eternal,  because  it  is  shapeless, — like  (1)  action,  (2)  atom,  (3)  a 
jar,  and  (4)  Ikapa."  And  to  one  who  denies  the  existence  of  this  last 
(Aka^a)  (apart  from  a  mere  negation),  the  Minor  Term  (Sound)  itself 
becomes  a  non-entity  ;  and  thereby  too  the  .'nctance  fails  in  its  purpose. 

117.  Even  if  the  positive  existence  of  Aka^a  be  admitted,  though  it 
is  mentioned  as  endowed  with  both  eternality  and  shapelessness  ;  yet  finding, 
in  the  case  of  Action  and  the  like,  shapelessness  not  concomitant  with 
eternality^  we  can  have  no  invariable  concomitance  of  the  Reason, — hence 
the  preclusion  of  the  argument. 

118-121.  When  by  invariable  concomitance,  (affirmative  instance 
of)  similarity  has  been  mentioned,  the  mention  of  an  instance  of  Dissimi- 
larity is  not  required.  (1)  When,  even  on  the  mention  of  the  instance  of 
similarity,  the  questioner,  having  his  mind  turned  to  mere  association,  does: 
not  notice  the  invariable  concomitance  ;  or  (2)  when  he  does  not  even  look 
for  instances  of  similarity  ;  or  (3)  when  the  speaker  himself  mentions 
only  simple  association,  or  (4)  when  there  is  contradictory  affirmation; 
then  (in  such  contingencies),  with  a  view  to  counteract  tbese,  our  end  is 
accomplished  by  (  au  instance  of)  dissimilarity,  which  serves  to  remove  all 
preconceived  notions  to  the  contrary.  And  in  this,  the  "  Reason  "is  helped, 
to  a  certain  degree,  by  the  aforesaid  "  mere  association." 

121-122.  The  relation  of  invariable  concomitance  (of  the  pervader 
and  the  pervaded),  subsisting  between  the  negatives  of  any  two  entities, 
is  found  to  be  exactly  the  reverse  of  that  subsisting  between  the  entities 
themselves. 

122-124,  For  instance,  the  existence  of  "smoke"  being  invariably 
concomitant  with  that  of  "  Fire  "  the  absence  of  "  fire  "  would  be  precluded 

1H.U6  (l)  In  the  argument  "  Sound  is  Eternal,  because  it  is  shapeless,  like  Action," 
the  instance— Action — is  devoid  of  eternality  (Major  Term).  (2)  If  Atom  be  the 
Instance,  then  we  have  an  instance  that  is  devoid  of  the  Middle  Term  ;  as  an  Atom  is 
not  shapeless.  (3)  If  jar  be  the  Instance,  then  inasmuch  as  the  jar  is  neither  shape- 
less nor  Eternal  we  will  have  an  absence  of  the  Major  and  the  Middle  Terms.  (4)  If 
Akaca  be  instanced,  then  we  have  a  total  failure  of  invariable  concomitance  itself ;  since 
the  Sautrdntika  holds  the  A.klQa  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  negation  of  covering;  and  so 
by  citing  Aka<ja  as  the  Instance,  we  make  the  Minor  Term,  "  Sound,"  a  non-entity  j  and 
thence  the  premisses  themselves  fall  to  the  ground  entirely.  The  failure  of  Invariable 
Concomitance  is  farther  shown  in  K.  117, 

118.181  With  this  bnsrins  the  consideration  of  Instances  of  Dissimilarity. 

122.124  Positive :   "  Wherever  there  is  smoke,  there  is  fire — i  e.,  there  can  be  no 
smoke  without  fire."     *Y''i   tire:     "  Wherever  there  is  no  fire  there  is    no  smoke, — i.e., 
all  cases  of  absence  of  lirr 
"Smoke"  is  the  con«*'>!pi' 
the  concomitant  of  U»»:     . 


« e  pervaded  by  cases  of  absence  of  smoke."  In  the  former 
:;<  •>?  ufire'';  whilo  t>n  the  latter,  u  the  absence  of  fire"  is 
•iivtiLO  of  smoke." 
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from  that  ("  smoke"),  and  would  co-exist  with  the  absence  of  "  smoke"  and 
thus  become  the  Invariable  concomitant  of  this  latter  (non-smoke).  Con- 
versely the  "  absence  of  Fire  "  being  invariably  concomitant  with  "  absence 
of  smoke,"  "  smoke  "  would  be  precluded  from  "  absence  of  Fire  "  ;  and 
thus  having  no  room  anywhere  else,  it  would  become  the  invariable  concomi- 
tant of  "  Fire." 

124-125.  When  "  existence "  and  "absence"  are  both  mentioned  (in 
the  instance  of  dissimilarity)  as  being  the  pervader  (vySpaJca) ,  then  we  can 
not  assert  the  preclusion  of  the  "  Yipaksha  "  absence  of  Fire,  which  is  the 
ascertained  substrate  of  the  absence  (of  the  Major  Term),  from  the  "  per- 
vaded" (smoke). 

125-127.  Therefore  when  the  existence  of  fire  is  sought  to  be  proved 
by  the  presence  of  smoke, — it  is  always  proper  to  assert  the  '*  absence  of 
Fire  "  to  be  th  e  invariable  concomitant  of  the  "  absence  of  smoke,"  and 
not  otherwise.  (Because)  when  there  is  (assertion  of)  mere  association, 
or  when  there  is  contradiction  of  the  premisses, — then  either  the  matter 'in 
question  is  not  helped,  or  something  quite  to  tlie  contrary  comes  to  be 
proved  by  it. 

127-128.  (Nor  is  the  matter  in  question  helped)  when  the  meaning 
(of  the  instance)  is  devoid  of  both  together  or  one  by  one,  e.g.,  "  That 
which  is  non-eternal  has  shape,  as  *  atom/  *  Conception/  and  '  ika?a.J " 

128-129.  For  the  accomplishment  of  the  invariable  concomitance  (of 
the  Middle  Term)  with  the  Major  Terra,  we  have  the  assertfon  of  the 

124.186  When,  in  the  Instance  of  Dissimilarity,  the  Vyapaka  is  the  negation  of  that 
which  is  the  VyapaJca  in  the  original  argument— i.e., ,  in  the  case  of  the  proposition 
"where  smoke  is,  fire  is"— if,  in  the  instance  he  asserted  the  proposition  that  "where 
there  is  absence  of  fire  there  is  absence  of  smoke,"  then  we  cannot  get  at  the  preclusion 
of  the  "  absence  of  fire"  from  "  smoke,"— *.«.,  we  cannot  have  the  proposition  that 
"  where  fire  is  not,  smoke  is  not." 

126.27  « It  is  always,  ^*c."~It  is  necessary  to  assert  that  "  where  fire  is  not,  smoke 

181.88  "Both "—-i.e.,  the  negation  of  the  Reason,  and  the  negation  of  the  Major 
Term.  In  the  case  of  the  argument  "  Sonnd  is  eternal  be'cause  it  is  shapeless,"  if,  as 
an  instance  of  dissimilarity,  be  cited  the  proposition  that  "that  which  is  not  eternal  is 
also  not  shapeless,  as  an  atom  "-we  have  the  instance  devoid  of  the  negation  of  the 
Major  Term  ;  inasmuch  as  the  atom  being  eternal,  it  is  impossible  to  speak  of  its 
absence.  If  "  Conception  "  were  cited  as  the  instance,  then  we  would  have  the  instance 
devoid  of  the  negation  of  the  Reason;  because  Conceptions  being  shapeless,  it  is  im- 
possible  to  assert  the  absence  of  shapelessness  with  regard  to  it.  The  instance  of  AkaQa 
would  be  devoid  of  the  negation  of  both  the  Eeason  and  the  Major  Terms  ;  inasmuch 
as  the  Akaoa  being  both  eternal  and  shapeless,  it  would  be  impossible  to  assert  the 
absence,  either  of  eternality,  or  of  shapelessnoss  with  regard  to  it. 

128  &9  With  this  begins  the  consideration  of  the  Fallacy  of  Deficient  Premisses—!**. 
Deficiency  of  invariable  concomitance.  When  such  is  the  case,  the  premisses ^them- 
selves  become  impossible,  and  hence  there  is  no  need  of  citing  any  instance  of  dissimi- 
larity ;  for  in  the  absence  of  the  premisses  themselves,  no  amount  of  instances  could 
help  us  to  arrive  at  the  correct  conclusion. 
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negative  relation  (of  the  Middle  Term  with  the  negation  of  the  Major  Term). 
For  one  who  is  not  cognisant  with  this  (negative  relation),  the  Middle 
Term  i£  not  invariably  concomitant  with  the  Major  Term  (i.e.,  he  can  have 
no  Major  premiss). 

129-130.  Therefore  even  where  association  is  perceived,  we  cannot 
have  all  objects  of  the  class  as  the  predicate  (of  the  conclusion)  ;  because 
mere  association  is  no  relation,  and  by  itself  it  cannot  constitute  invari- 
able concomitance. 

130-131.  (As  for  example)  though  the  "  jar"  is  accepted  as  endowed 
with  shape  and  nf>n-eternality,  yet  it  cannot  "be  accepted  as  the  instance, 
because,  in  the  case  of  "  Action,"  &c,,  we  find  that  there  is  no  invariable 
concomitance  (between  the  presence  of  shape  and  non-eternality). 

131-132.  Though  with  reference  to  Inference  a  negative  Instance  is 
required  in  the  argument, — (1)  because  of  its  being  accepted  by  all  (both 
parties,  the  Bauddha  and  theMimansaka),  and  (2)  because  of  the  non-percep- 
tion (of  a  certain  thing)  being  much  easier, — yet  this  fact  alone  is  not  able  to 
preclude  (affirmative  Instances)  from  forming  a  part  of  an  Inferential  argu- 
ment, reasons  for  which  will  be  detailed  in  the  section  on  "  Words  "  (in 
considering  "  Apoha"). 

133.  There  would  be  no  ,  chance  of  the  comprehension  of '  negations, 
because  there  is  no  invariable  concomitance  among  them.     And  since  there 
is  such  a  thing  as  "  SamSnya  "  (class,  generality -,  homogenity)  among  objects, 
therefore  we  could  comprehend,  in  this,  an  invariable  concomitance  (of  tlie 
particulars }, 

134.  Some  people  hold  that  even  after  a  general  affirmative  instance 
has  been  cited,  it  is  equally  necessary  to  state  a  negative  instance,  for  the 
purpose  of %a  definite  preclusion  (of  propositions  contrary  to  the  Premisses).  - 

135.  "When   (the  invariable  concomitance)   of  the    Middle  Term 
in  the  Major  Terni   has  been   ascertained  by  means  of   the   affirmative 
instance,  it  implies  the  preclusion  (of  the  Middle   Term)  from  every  other 

1JMUO  In  the  case  of  the  instance,  "  That  which  ia  not  eternal  is  not  shapeless  as 
the  jar,  fa." — we  can  lay  oar  hands  upon  the  association  of  the  two  negations  in  certain 
cases;  but  even  then  the  instance  will  not  suffice  to  prove  the  eternality  of  everything 
(of  Sound,  f.i.)  by  reason  of  shapelessness ;  inasmuch  as  though  some  shapeless  things, 
as  Akuga — are  eternal,  yet  there  are  shapeless  things — Actions  f.i. — that  are  not 
eternal. 

180.81  Because  Action  is  shapeless  and  yet.  non-eternal. 

131.88  The  Banddhas  hold  that  it  is  only  the  negative  instance  that  has  to  be 
broughtjforward  and  not  an  affirmative  one.  In  an  affirmative  instance,  they  urge,  it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  get  at  any  general  proposition— such  as  "  all  cases  of  existence 
of  smoke  are  accompanied  by  cases  of  presence  of  fire.1'  In  fact  it  is  impossible  to  have 
any  idea  of  "  all  smoke" — past,  present  and  future.  On  the  other  hand,  all  negative 
propositions  are  easily  comprehended. 

A8S  That  there  is  such  a  thing  as  "  Samanya"  will  .be  proved  in  the  section  of 
"  Akrti."  And  when  there  is  such  a  thing,  the  difficulty  of  the  comprehension  of  the 
general  affirmative  proposition  vanishes, 
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thing  (whioh  is  an  absurdity  generally) ;  therefore  (a  negative  instance) 
serves  the  purpose  of  restricting  the  preclusion  to  a  definite  object  (the 
absence  of  the  Major  Term).1' 

136.  This  has  not  much  significance  because  this  is  already  implied  in 
the  mention  of  the  Minor  Term  (in  the  conclusion)  as  it  is  only  the  negation 
of  the  pervader  from  which  the  pervaded  is  always  precluded. 

137.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  when  the  whiteness  of  cloth  is  asserted, 
there  is  a  preclusion  only  of  such  properties  as  are  contrary  to  "  whiteness," 
and  not  of  others,  like    "  length,"  <fco.     We  could   apply  the  same   law  to 
the  case  in  question. 

138.  "  The  double  form  of  Inference  is  not  possible  ;   because  just 
as  the  relation  of  fire  and  smoke  is  known  by   Sense-perception,   so  also 
is  that  of  motion  and  approach  (so  both  are  of  the  same  kind). 

139.  "  If  it  be  urged  that  these    (motion  and  approach}   are  not  cog- 
nised by  Sense-perception  in  the  case  of   the  sun,  then  (we   reply  that) 
nor  (is  the  existence  of  fire   and  smoke)   cognised  (by  Sense-perception)  in 
the  place  before  us  (the  Mountain ).     If  it   be  urged  that  the  concomitance 
of  fire  and  smoke  has  been  so  cognised  elsewhere  (in  the  culinary  hearth), 
then  (we  urge)  in  the  case  in  question  also,  we   cognise  (the  concomitance 
of  ^motion  and  approach)  in  Devadatta,  by  means  of  Sense-perception. 

140.  "  If  it  be  urged  that  (in  the  case  of  the  sun)  there  is  the  necessity 
of  another  substrate  of  the  Middle  Term,    and  in  this  lies  its  character  of 
being  the  Samanyatodrshta  Inference^ — ther.  (we  urse),  the  same  case  holds 
with  *  Fire  and  Smoke.'  " 

140-142.  Hence  (in  order  to  meet  the  above  objections)  that  alone 
should  be  called  a  case  of  "  Sense-perceived  relation,"  where  it  so  happens 
that  in  the  case  of  two  particular  forms  of  objects — such  as  the  '  fire  ' 

138  The  expression,  "  the  mountain  is  fiery  "  is  meant  to  preclude  the  negation  of 
fire  alone.  That  "  fire  exists  "  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  fire  alone  exists;  but 
simply  that  the  fire  itself  exists. 

138  This  Karika  begins  a  series  of  objections  to  the  following  passage  of  the  Bha- 
shya.  "  Tat  tu  dwividham,  pratyaTeshato-drislitasambandliam  samdnyatodrishtasataban- 
dhanca,  tatrapratyaTcshatodrishtasambandham  yaiha  dhumakrtidar$anat  agnyakrtivijnanam, 
sdmdnyatodrishtasambandham  yatha  Devadattasya  gatipurvakan  degantarapraptimupalak- 
shya  adityagatismaranam." 

1&9  That  is  to  say,  then  too,  the  two  inferences  cited  cannot  but  belong  to  the -same 
class. 

1*0  The  meaning  is  that  if  the  upholder  of  the  Double  Theory  asserts  that  he  haa 
perceived  the  concomitance  of  motion  and  approach  to  a  new  place,  in  the  case  of  Deva- 
datta,  and  accordingly  he  infers  (from  the  special  case  noticed  before)  the  concomitance 
of  motion  in  general  with  approach  in  general,  and  then  refers  back  this  general  conclu- 
sion to  the  particular  case  of  the  Sun,  which  latter  inference  thus  comes  to  have  the 
character  of  the  Samanyatodri-hta  Inference ;— the  Bauddha  would  retort  that  the  same 
way  he  said  with  regard  to  such  cases  as  have  been  cited  as  instances  of  the 
Pratyakshatodristhta  Inference. 
26 
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produced  ly  "burning  dried  cowdung  and  the  *  smoke  '  issuing  from  that  parti" 
cular  fire — there  is  recognition  of  particulars  alone  ;  and  then  subsequently 
even  when  the  observer  has  gone  to  another  place,  he  happens  to  recog- 
nise the  existence  of  "  fire  "  by  means  of  (a  remembrance  of)  the  parti- 
cular '  smoke  '  noticed  before. 

142-143.  On  account  of  his  former  cognition  (of  the  concomitance 
of  *  Fire '  and  *  Smoke ')  such  a  person  suspects  the  existence  of  *  fire ' 
whenever  he  sees  any  *  smoke/  and  finds  (on  inspection)  that  in  every 
case,  (his  suspicion  is  justified  and)  *  fire  '  does  exist.  The  frequent  repe- 
tition (of  such  suspicion  and  its  subsequent  verification)  gives  rise  to  a 
definite  general  premiss  (that  e  the  existence  of  smoke  is  always  accom- 
panied by  the  existence  of  fire ').  It  is  the  cognition  of  such  particular 
relations  that  has  been  laid  down  by  Yindhyavasin. 

144.  Since  the  relationship  of  the  Minor  and  Major  Terms  rests  in 
the  class,  through  some  specification  of  it,  therefore  the   particular  form  is 
not  mentioned  (in  the  Bhashya). 

145.  Though  '  fire J  and  *  smoke '  (other  than  the  particular  forms 
of  these  forming  the   subject  of  the   argument)   may  be  cited  as  forming 
an  example  of  a  "  Sam  any  atodrshta"  Inference,   yet  the  example  of  the 
{  sun  '  has  been  cited  here,  with  a  view  to  pure  "  Samanyatodrslita." 

146.  The  fact  of   "  Ssmanya  "  being  an  object   of   Sense-perception, 
has  already  been  proved,  and  hence  it  is  that  the  "  Samanya  )?  comes  to  be 
recognised  as  an  entity.     And.  now  we  lay  down  reasons  (inferential)  in  sup- 
port of  both  these  facts  (i.e.,  the  fact  of   "  Saraanya  "   being  a  distinct 
entity,  and  its  amenability  to  Sense-perception). 

147.  The  inference  of  *  Fire  '  from  "  Smoke  "  has  a  distinct  entity  for 
its  object, — because  it  is  a  means  of  right  notion  other  than   negation, — 
like  auditory  cognition  with  regard  to  such  objects  as  are  amenable  to,  and 
in  close  proximity  with,  the  particular  Sense-organ. 

144  The  ELarika  anticipates  the  objection  that  if  the  example  just  cited  is  based 
upon  the  cognition  of  a  particular  form,  why  does  the  Bhashya  mention  the  word 
"  Akrti  "  (Class)  ?  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  though  the  instance  cited  is  that  of  a 
particular  fire,  yet  ib  has  been  cited  with  a  view  to  the  cZass  ("  Fire5'J,  in  which  the  parti- 
cular fire  is  contained. 

146  Though  the  example  of  another  Fire,  &c.,  would  do  well  enough  ;  yet  the  case  of 
these  is  intermixed  with  the  Pratyakshalodrshta,  wMch  aspect  it  generally  bears  in 
ordinary  parlance.  While  in  the  case  of  the  Sun,  we  have  an  example  of  the  pare 
Samdnyatodrslita,  unmixed  with  any  apparent  finge  of  the  Praiyakshatodrshta. 

146  This  is  levelled  against  those  who  deny  the  "  Samanya  "  as  an  entity.     In  the 
pection  on  Sense-perception,  the  Samanya  '*  has  been  proved  to  be  a  distinct  entity  in 
the  section  on  **  Akrti.*' 

147  For  instance,  any  cognition  of  S'ound,  produced  by  the  organ  of  audition,  has 
got,  for  its  object,  a  distinct  entity,  Sound.     The  same  may  be  said  witjh  regard  to 
Inference  also.     This  argument  is  aimed  against  those  Bauddhas  who  deny  the  fact  of 
any  Inference  having  a  distinct  entity  for  its  object.     "  Amenable  "  and  "in  close  proxi- 
mity ,>!  &c.,  have  been  added,  in  order  to  preclude  all  chance  of  mistake. 
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148.  '  Samanya  is  a  distinct  entity,'  and  is  amenable  to  Sense- 
perception, — because  it  is  a  cognisable  object  other  tban  negation, — like 
the  specific  character  of  an  object. 

149-153.  (1)  Since  there  can  be  no  Inference  without  the  Middle 
Term,  and  (2)  since  no  one  accepts  as  the  Middle  Term  anything  other 
than  the-  *  Samanya,'  and  (3)  since  no  nncognised  Middle  Term  can 
lead  to  anything, — therefore  for  one,  (the  Bauddha),  who  admits  of  no 

*  Samanya  '  apart  from  the  Inference,  there  is  no  other  way  font  of  the 
aforesaid  threefold  difficulty)  except  having  recourse  to  an  Inference  (for 
the  purpose  of  having   a  recognition  ,of  a*  Samanya'   to   be  utilised  in. 
another  Inference).     But  this  Inference  too  could  only  be  brought  about  by 
a  Middle  Term  associated  with  the  notion  of  a '  Samanya " ;  and  this  (Middle 
Term,  *  Samanya*)  too,  being  only  an  object  of  Inference,  could  be  conceived 
of  only  by  means  of  another  Middle  Term  through  an  inferential  argu- 
ment, and  so  on.     If  such  be  the  course  of  assumptions,  then,   there  being 
an  endless  series  of  Major  and  Minor   Terms,  Middle  Terms  and  Inferences 
with  regard  to  a  single  object  (**  Samanya"),  even  thousands  of  seons  would 
not   suffice   for  the  recognition  of  a  number    of  objects   (by   means  of 
Inference). 

154.  "  B  vsn  if  the  Middle  Term  be  a  Sctmanya  we  could  have  its    cog- 
nition from   something  else."     If  this  bo  urged,  then   (we   ask) — Is  this 

*  something   else  '   a   correct  means   of    right    notion  ?     or   is  it   purely 
false  ?     If  the  former,  then  form  the  same   source  you   could  also   have 
the  cognition  of  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms  also. 

155.  And  thus  you  would  have  the  complete  annihilation  of  Inference 
itself  ;  inasmuch  as  the  idea   of  *  Samanya '  would  be  got   at  by  means 
of  other  proofs  (and  that  of  particular  forms  is   of   course  due   to    Sense- 
perception).  . 

156".  If  (however  you  stick  to  the  second  alternative,  then),  the  idea, 
of  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms,  arrived  at  through  a  Mid  die  Term  recog- 
nised by  means  of  an  incorrect  menus  of  knowledge,  would  always  be  a 
false  one, — like  the  notion  of  c  fire  '  derived  from  the  perception  of  t  fog.* 

357.     "  But  just  as  the  Eemembrance  (of  the  relation  between  the 

164  The  Bauddha  adds  :  "  We  have  the  notion  of  the  specific  character  of  an  object 
by  Sense-perception  j  and  this  gives  rise  to  the  specification  of  the  particular  object ; 
and  it  is  this  specification  that  appears  to  have  the  character  of  Sense-perception, 
(thought  in  reality  it  is  not  so).  And  from  this  specification  we  can  have  the  notion  of 
a  Middle  Term,  even  if  it  he  of  the  nature  of  your  Samanya." 

From  f»..e  same  source,  8fc.  "The  Bauddha  does  not  admit  of  any  proofs  hesidea 
Inference  and  Sense-percoption."  If  that  " something  else"  be  dependent  upon  the 
contact  of  th,e  senses,  it  becomes  Sense-perception,  pare  and  simple  ;  if  not,  then.  we 
could  arrive  at  the  notions  of  the  Samanya  of  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms  exactly  in  the 
same  way  as  that  of  the  Middle  Term. 

157  That  is  to  say,  just  as  a  Remembrance,  wjnoh  is  not  a  proof,  brings  about  true 
cognition  of  Major  and  Minor  Terms ;  so  also  the  notion  of  the  Middle  Term,  though 
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various  terms),  though  in  itself  not  a  correct  means  of  knowledge,  becomes 
the  means  of  arriving  at  the  correct  notion  of  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms  ; 
so  would  also  the  notion  of  the  Middle  Term  (be  a  means  of  arriving  at  a 
correct  inference)." 

158.  There  (in  the  case  of  Remembrance),  to  the  previous  cognition 
(which  is  the    origin  of  the  Remembrance)  belongs    the  character  of-  a 
correct  means  of  knowledge ;  and  the  purpose  of  Remembrance  lies  in  the 
mere  recalling  of  that  previous  cognition. 

159.  For  the  comprehension  of  the  Middle  Term,  no  means  (of  know- 
ledge) is  possible  ;  and  in  the  absence  thereof,  Remembrance  can  in  no  way 
apply  in  this  case. 

160.  If  anyone  urges  that  the  comprehension  of  the  specification  of 
an  object  has  the  character  of  *  Remembrance,'  inasmuch  it  is  not  different 
(from  the  comprehension  of  the  specific  character  of  an  object,  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Bauddha,  is  a  matter  of  Sense-perception)  ; — then  verily, 
such  a  person  will  also  have  the  power  of  having  a   Remembrance  of  the 
son  of  a  barren  woman  ! 

161.  Kor  can  the  specific  character  of  an  object  be  the  cause  of  the 
cognition  of  its  "  Sam  any  a  " ;  because  we  have  never  perceived  any  invari- 
able concomitance  of  the  former  with  the  latter. 

162.  And,  further,  the  comprehension  of  the  relation  (of  concomitance) 
of   the  specific  character  would  make   this  character  a  *  Samanya,'  like 
"  causedness  "  ;   specially  as  no  unique  (specific,  as&dharana)  object  exists, 
or  has  ever  existed  before. 

163.  Nor  can  the  character  of  a  Middle  Term  belong  to  one  which 
(like  the  specific  character  of  an  object)  is  devoid  of  specification  and 
(hence)  unnameable, — without  previous  recognition. 

164.  Even  such  particular  properties  as  are  specified  cannot  become 

itself  not  true  (as  having  its  origin  in  a  false  means  of  knowledge)  could  bring  about  a 
correct  Inference. 

168  The  true  character  of  the  proof  of  Kemembrance  is  denied,  only  because  it  refers 
only  to  such  objects  as  have  already  been  recognised.  Though  it  is  unable  to  have  an 
independent  object  of  its  own,  yet  it  owes  its  origin  to  a  correct  recognition  of  a  real 
object,  at  some  previous  timo  ;  and  when  it  succeeds  in  recalling  that  object  correctly, 
it- becomes  a  correct  means  of  knowledge.  Hence  the  similarity  cited  in  the  last 
Karika  does  not  hold  good  ;  and  the  position  of  the  Bauddha  remains  as  weak  as  ever. 

181  The  cognition  of  the  specific  character  of  an  object  is  not  always  accompanied 
by  that  of  the  "  Samanya  "  or  class  to  which  it  belongs.  Therefore  the  truth  of  the 
former  cannot  belong  to  the  latter. 

162  The  specific  character  of  an  object  could  produce  a  notion  of  the  Samanya,  only 
if  it  could  be  the  Middle  Term ;  but  this  it  cannot  be  j  because  of  the  specific  character 
of  an  object,  no  relation  can  be  asserted.  If  any  relationship  be  asserted,  then  it 
weald  become  a  "  Samanya/'  like  "  Krtakatwa" 

1**  When  specified  properties  cannot  form  the  Middle  Term,  without  being  related, 
how  can  unspecified  entities  be  so  ?  If  neitner  the  specific  object  nor  the  Samanya  be 
the  Middle  Term,  then  the  Ideas  cannot  ta  so  ;  because  of  their  being  unrelated. 
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the  Middle  Term,  unless  they  are  related  (to  something  else).  And  for  the 
same  reason  even  the  idea  of  these  (unrelated)  entities  cannot  be  the 
Middle  Term. 

165.  And  if  the  Middle  Term  he  accepted  to  he  of  the  form  of  a 
*Samanya/  then  you  have  the  same  endless  series  (K.  149-153).    If  any 
relation  perceived  in  connection  with  something  else  (he  admitted  as  giving 
rise  to  the  Inference  of  a  *  Samanya,'  other  than  bhe  one  with, reference  to 
which  the  relation  has  heen  cognised)  then  any  and  everything  will  give 
rise  to  the  cognition  of  anything  (there  heing  no  restricting  agency). 

166.  The  recognition   of  the  relationship  of  the    Major  and  Minor 
Terms  ought  surely  to  be  looked  for  (in  all  cases  of  Inference),    But, 
prior  to  the  action  of  Inference,  the  Bauddha  can  have  no  idea  of  it. 

167.  !N"or  is  a  knowledge  of  the  Middle  Term  possible,  through  mere 
impression  (Yasana) ;  for   (in  that  case)  the  cognition  of  the  Major  and 
Minor  Terms  too  would  be   arrived  at  in  the   same    manner,   and  not 
through  the  three-membered    argument  (in  the  form  of  an  inferential 
syllogism). 

168.  Where  the  Middle  Term  is  a  negative  one,  it  cannot  be  an  object 
of  Inference,  since  it  is   amenable  to  other  means  of  knowledge   (Sense- 
perception)  ;  hence  the  .  aforesaid  discrepancy  does  not  apply  to  it. 

169.  One.  to  whom  cognition  of  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms  arises 
from  a  Middle  Term,  which  is  cognised  by  Sense-perception, — for  such  a 
one,  there  is  nothing  more  to  be  desired.    ' 

170.  Even  in  a  case  where  the   cognition  of  the  Major  and  Minor 
Terms  is  due  to  an  inferred  Middle  Term, — the  first  Middle  Term  must  be 
one  that  has  been  cognised  by  Sense-perception. 

171.  In   (such  Middle  Terms  as)    "causedness  "   and  the  like,   the 
character  of  the  Middle  Term  belongs  either  to  the  action  (of  being  caused) 
or  to  the  agent -(the  '  potter  '   f.i.)  ;   and  both   of  these   being    amenable 
to  Sense-perception  we  have  not  to  look  for  them  (for  the  accomplishment 
of  the  cognition  of  the  Middle  Term). 

172.  Similarly  Verbal  Testimony  and  Analogy,  &c.,  being  based  on 
"  Samanya/'  any  discrepancy  Jn  the  cognition  of  it  ("  Samanya")   causes 
discrepancy  in  all  of  them. 

173.  Thus  then>  for  all  the  means  of  right  knowledge,  it  is  necessary 


lw  There  can  be  no  recognition  of  any  relationship  between  unrecognised 
SSmanyas  of  the  Middle  Term  and  the  Major  and  Minor  Terms ;  and  these  SSmanyas 
cannot,  in  your  opinion,  be  cognised  without  inference.  Therefore  there  is  the  same 
endless  series  of  Inferences  as  pointed  ont  in  Karikas  149-153. 

1W  if  negation  were  not  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  and  if  it  were  an  object  of 
Inference,  then  the  cognition  of  one  negation  wonld  depend  upon  that  of  another  and 
so  on,  ad  infinitum  5  so  the  aforesaid  fault  of  endlessness  would  apply  here  also. 

W  That  is  to  say  the  Inference  of  the  Middle  Term  (of  the  argument  in  question) 
must  have  a  Middle  Term  that  has  been  cognised  by  Sense-perception. 
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to  be  preceded  by  Sense-perception.     And  "  Samanya''  must   be   am  na/ble 
to  Sense-perception;  since  there  would  be  no  other  means  of  cognis"       ii/ 

174.     Or  else,  how  could  eyen  a  particular  object,  (cow,  f.i~)  be   aid.  to 
be  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  when  in  comparison  to  other  obiects    (i  e 
its  own  constituent  parts),  it  is  also  said  to  be  a  "  Samanya." 

175-176.  For  instance,  colour,  Ac.,'  are  all  «  Samanya"  in  comparison 
with  "  Blue,  Bed,  &Q"  ;  these  latter  again  have  the  character  of  '  Samara  va  ' 
in  comparison  with  particular  forms  of  themselves  (different  forms  of 
Blue,  &c.);  these  particular  forms  again  would  be  "  Samanya  •"  so  on 
and  on,  till  we  come  to  atoms  ;  for  the  colour  of  even  a  binary  compound 
is  common  to  the  two  atoms  composing  it, 

J77.  There  is  no  process  (of  reasoning)  based  upon  the  final  atom 
as  a  specific  entity;  nor  does  amenability  to  Sense-perception  belong  to  it 
either  singly,  or  in  masses.  ' 

178.  Those  that  are  not  cognised  separately,  cannot  be  comprehended 
as  a  whole  either  ;  nor  is  it  possible  for  distinct  (atoms)   to  be  the    o"foiecfc 
of  the  cognition  of  non-difference. 

179.  And  again,  for  the  Bauddha  there  is  no  sucn  thing  as  a  concrete 
whole  ;  and  it  is  not  possible  always  for  all  people  to  have  their  cognitions 
brought  about  by  an  object  which  is  non-existing. 

180.  Then  too,  there  can  be  no  concrete  whole  wifchout  many  indivi 
duals  belonging  to  the  same  class.     Therefore  even  when   these  (atoms} 
form  a  concrete  whole,  their  atomic  character  remains  unaltered 

181.  And  thus  it  is  proved  that  even  in   an   invisible  object  fat  orrO 
you  have  a  «  Samanya  "  (the  class  "  atom").     Because  it  is   only  in  wliafc 

"  " 


we  call  a  "Samanya  "that  there  is  an  idea  extending  over  a  number  of 
homogenous  objects,  even  if  we  do  not  hold  them  to  form  one  concrete 
whole. 

182.    Just  as  we  have  the  sensual  comprehension  of  a  "  Samaxiy  a  " 

HB  Inference  of  the  rest  are  all  based  upon  Sense-perception. 

m  Then,  says  the  Bar.ddha,  we  will  have  the  final  atom  as  a  pure  particular  enti+xr 
which  could  be  amenable  to  Perception  ;  and  this  would  form  the  basis  of  all  subsea  tjnt 
Inferences,  thus  sailing  clear  of  the  rock  of  endlessness  urged  in  K  149  153 
Karika  meets  this  assertion  of  the  Bauddha.  * 

W8  The  objection  is  that  that  though  atoms  are  not  visible  singly  Masses  oi> 
will  be  clearly  visible,  like  masses  of  Sand.     The  Sense  of  th  e  reply  J  JKe     g 
of  sand  are  such  as  are  distinctly  seen  individually,  which  cannot  be  said  of  atoms 

Nor  is  it,  fr»    Those  that  are  distinct  cannot  be  comprehended  as  identical 

IW  The  Bauddha  holds  to  the  existence  of  parts  and  denies  the  erfrtanoe    of 
whole  constituted  by  these  parts.    Hence  a  collection  of  atoms    considered    «,« 
concrete  whole,  is  not  admitted  by  him  5  and  hence  he  cannot  reasonably  base   all 
ceptions  upon  this  non-entity. 

Itt  Ttt  anticipates  the  following  :  '<  We  may  have  sensuous   perception  of  soo 
ODOVOOT  (concrete  whole  )  ;  but  how  can  there  be  any  euch  conception  of  the  class 
as  mfcm^  in  an  inMMual  cow  ?  "    The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  nature  of 
faon  is  idenfaoal  m  both  these  cases  j  and  BO  there  can  be  no  difference 
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that  extends  over  certain  homogenous  objects  (as  forming  a  concrete 
whole),  so  we  would  also  have  a  similar  perception  of  a  "  Samanya"  that 
inheres  in  each  individual. 

183.  The  Mimansakas,  again,  do  not  necessarily  admit  the  existence 
of  atoms ;  and  so  upon  that  ground  you  cannot  postulate  the  falsity  of  a 
perceived  entity. 

184.  One,  who  would  deny  the  visible  concrete  whole,  by  means  of 
invisible  atoms,  would  also  assert  the  absence  of  the  hare,  through  its 
horns  ! 

185.  It  is  only  when  the  existence  of  a  concrete  whole  is  established 
as  a  fact,  that  the  existence  of  atoms  is  postulated,  and  that  simply  as  a 
means  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  idea  of  the  whole. 

186.  Therefore  an  object  is  to  be  accepted,  just  as  it  is  always  per- 
ceived,— be  it  either  as  a  "  Samanya  "  or  otherwise  (specific  entity). 

187.  In  comparison  with  the  genus  (Samanya)  "Being,"  the  class 
c  cow,'  comes  to  be  accepted  as  a  specific  entity.     Therefore  one  who  holds 
the  specific  entity  to  be  amenable  to  Sense-perception,   need  not  deny  the 
existence  of  the  '  Samanya  '  (Genus). 

188.  If  it  be  urged  that   "  it  is  not  as  a  genus  ('  Samanya '  )   that 
a  c  Samanya  '  is  perceived  by  the  Sense," — then  (we  reply)   Is  there  any 
such  idea  of  any  object  perceived  being  a  specific  entity  ?     (The  fact   is 
that)  whatever  a  person  comprehends  can  be  spoken  of  in  both  ways  (z.e., 
as  a  class  and  as  a  specific  entity). 

Thus  ends  the  chapter  on  Inference. 

(SECTION  6.) 
ON  WORDS. 
(VERBAL  AUTHORITY.) 

1.  O'bj.  "  While  treating  of  Sense-perception,  &c.,  what  should  be 
laid  down  is  the  definition  of  Verbal  Authority  in  general ;  how  is  it,  then, 
that  the  definition  of  Scripture  has  been  put  forward  (in  the  Bhashya) 

188  If  the  perception  of  atoms  militate  against  the  theory  of  concrete  wholes, 
formed  of  these  atoms,  then  we  can  safely  say  that  the  postulating  of  atoms  is  by  no 
means  a  necessary  element  in  our  theory.  We  admit  of  the  atom,  merely  as  a  hypo- 
thesis to  explain. the  existence  and  formation  of  concrete  wholes. 

188  Just  as  we  do  not  always  have  a  recognition  of  the  cow  as  a  class  ;  so  too  we 
do  not  always  have  the  recognition  of  the  unspecified  specific  entity.  Hence,  if 
the  mere  non-recognition  of  the  Samanya  as  such  be  sufficient  ground  for  denying 
its  Sense-perceptibility,  then,  on  the  same  ground  we  could  also  deny  the  Sense- 
perceptibility  of  the  unspecified  specific  entity  (accepted  by  the  Bauddha),  For 
these  reasons,  we  conclude  the  fact  to  be  that  all  that  we  perceive  is  perceived  in  a 
two-fold  character— -i.e.,  (1)  an  unspecified  abstract  idea  of  thing,  and.  (2)  the  thing  as 
belonging  to  a  particular  class,  and  endowed  with  certain  properties. 

1  Shdshya  ;  "  Qastram  gdbdavijnanat  asanniJcr*t?rtfie  vijnanam*" 


208  9LOKAVARTIKA. 

so  hurriedly — (*.«•>  without   Verbal  Authority  in  general  having  been 
defined)  ? 

2.  "  To  leave  off  the  definition  of  the  generic  term  and  then  to  men- 
tion the  definition  of  the  specific  term  is  a  most  absurd  process  j  for  this 
reason  too  the  definition  of  Scripture  should  not  have  been  given  (now). 

3.  "  The  cognition  of  an  object  produced  by  the  knowledge  of  words, 
mentioned  without  any  specification,   cannot  be  the  definition  of   a  parti- 
cular form  of  Yerbal  Authority  (Scripture) . 

4.  "  *  Scripture  *  is  the  name  given  only  to  such  '  words  * — either 
caused  or  eternal — as  lead,  either  to  the  activity  or  to  cessation  from 
activity  of  certain  human  agents. 

5.  "  If  there  be  a  description  of  the  form  of  any  (action),  that 
too  becomes    '  Scripture,*    inasmuch  as    it  forms   an  integral  part    of 
the  *  word,'  as  leading  to  the  activity  or  otherwise  of  the  person  addressed. 

6.  "  Since  it  is  only  when  the. Bhavantt  is  praised  (or  decried)  that 
there  is  activity  or  cessation  from  activity  ;  therefore  it  is  to  that  alone 
that  the  name  '  Scripture  '  cau  correctly  belong,  and  not  to  mere  words.19 

7.  Eep-  The  author   of  the  Bhashya  has  got  to  explain  the  fact  that 
the  Means  of  Knowledge  need  not   be  examined ;  and  it  is  only  in  the 
course  of  this-that  he  lays  down  the  definitions  of  these  ;   and  so  he  does 
not  chatter  away  about  things  that  are  not  directly    essential  to  his  own 
Scripture  (Yeda). 

8.  If  he  were  to  lay  down  the  definition  of  '  word  *  as  occurring  in 
ordinary  human  parlance,  it  would  not  have    served  any  purpose  0f  one 
wishing  to  explain  the  Yeda. 

9.  The/definition  of  "  Sense-perception"  has  been  given,  because  it 
£3  of  use  in  the  deciphering  of  letters,  <fcc.,  at  the  time   qf  ^learning  the 
meaning  of  the  Scripture. 

10.  Since  it  would  have  served  no  purpose  to  define   such  words  as 
•occur  in  ordinary  parlance,  as  "  bring  the  cow,"  &c.,  therefore  the  definition 
has  been  stated  in  a   form  suitable  only  to  the  '  words  '  constituting  the 
Scripture. 

11.  Since  there  can  be   no  specific  term  without  its   corresponding 
generic  term,  therefore  after   having  exemplified  the   specific,  it  is  always 
easy  to  get  at  the  definition  of  the  generic  term. 

12.  Even  the  generic  form  (the  cognitions  of  objects  by   means  of 
words)  is  here  restricted  to  the  specific  form  (Scripture)  ;  because  of    the 
peculiar  coatext.     It  has  already  been  laid  down  that  "  Codana"  (urging) 
aud  "  Upadeca"   (Exhortation)  are    both  (synonymous   with)    "(Jastra" 
(Scripture). 

6  e.g.,  "  Arthavada  passages." 

1  The  definition  of  Word  in  general  would  not  serve  any  purpose  of  the  Mimansaka. 

12  "  Context.  "—Since  the  definition  is  givoii  in  the   course  of   a  consideration  of 

Codana,  which  is  synonymous  w^th  Scripture. 
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13.  Just  as  the    word  "  Codana"  refers   to   tlae    "  Vedic   cod  ana  " 
alone,   so  the   words    "  the  meaning  of  words  "  and  "  cognition  of  objects" 
(occurring  in  the  definition  given  in  the  Bhashya)  refer  to  those  occuring 
in  the  "  Scripture"  only. 

14.  "Sense-perception  and  the  rest "  have  been  declared  to   be   no 
proper  subjects  of  enquiry  ;  and  since   "  Scripture  "    is   included   therein 
the  fact  of  its  being  no  subject  for  enquiry  is  implied  in  the  same  declar- 
ation.   m 

15.  The  Bauddhas  and  the  Yai9eshikas  declare  this  ("  Verbal   Au- 
thority ")  to  be  included  in  "  Inference."    The   Sankhyas  hold  the  two  to 
be  distinct,  but  do  not  lay  down  any  adequate  grounds  of  difference. 

16-17.  They  declare  that  the  ground  of  Inference  is  that  the  speci- 
fication of  sentences  and  final  letters  (of  words)  endowed  .with  impressions  of 
foregoing  ones — and  the  desire  to  utter,  are  not  found  in  the  case  of  (the 
terms  of  an  Inference)  "  Smoke,  &c."  But  here  they  are  encountered  by  a 
double  fallacy:  (1)  "  Vaidharmyasama  "  (the  similarity  of  dissimilarity), 
and  (2)  "  Yikalpasama. "  (The  similarity  of  doubt).  Even  among  In- 
ferences of  such  objects  as"  smoke,"  "  non-eternality,"  u Horned-ness,  "  &a, 
there  is  a  difference ;  but  that  does  not  make  any  difference  in  their  com- 
mon character  of  "  Inference." 

18.  So  long  as  any  discrepancy   in  the  tripartite    character  (of  In- 
ference) is  not  shown,   one  who  would  speak  only  of   very  slight    points 
of   difference,   would  become  open  to  refutation. 

19.  (They  urge  that)  "  in  the  case  of  words  we  have    cognitions   in 
accordance   with  optional  usage,  which  is  not  the  case   with  smoke,    <fcc."  ; 

IB  As  the  generic  term  "  Codana"  is  restricted  to  the  specific  term  Vedic  '*  Coda- 
na,"  so  the  genenic  term  in  the  given  definition  would  refer  to  the  specific  term 
*'  Scripture." 

ifl.n  « Similarity  of  dissimilarity  " :  The  Bauddha  argues  :  "  Yerbal  Authority 
is  nothing  but  a  case  of  Inference  ;  because  it  is  brought  about  by  affirmative  and 
negative  premises  ;  just  like  the  idea  of  fire  obtained  from  a  sight  of  the  smolse* 
The \Sankhya  meets  this  by  a  counter-argument  :  "  8mobet  &c.}  are  devoid  of  any  verbal 
specification  which  is  present  in  Verbal  Authority  ;  and  on  account  of,  this  vital 
difference  between  them,  the  two  processes  can  never  be  identical."  This,  however 
only  serves  as  a  counter-argumenb,  and  does  not  quite  refute  the  Bauddha  reasoning. 
"  Similarity  of  doubt  "  :  Even  the  production  of  cognition  by  means  of  affirmative 
and  negative  premises  is,  in  part,  devoid  of  verbal  expression  ;  e.g.,  fche  cognition  of  fire 
from  smoke ;  while*  in  certain  cases  it  is  accompanied  by  such  expression  ;  as  in  the 
case  of  Verbal  Authority,  Thus  one  part  becomes  Inference,  while  the  other  does  not, 
(For  Vaidharamyasama  and  ViJcalpasama,  See  Gautama's  Ny ay a- Sutras).  "  That  does 
not}  <J"c." — The  mere  fact  of  the  presence  of  a  point  of  difference  does  not  necessarily 
make  them  different  in  class. 

19  Signs  and  gestures  are  understood  to   express  something  j   and  surely  there   ia^ 
no  articulate  utterance  in  this  case,  the   meaning     being   comprehended   by   meliiis  of 
pre-concerted  signs, 
27 
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but  here  also,  we  have  Self-contradiction  with  reference  to  signs  made 
by  the  different  parts  of  the  body. 

20.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  gestures  of  hands,   Ac.,  are    capable  of 
expressing  correct  meanings,  when  their  meanings  have  been  previously 
settled ;  consequently  these  meanings  come  to  serve  as   the  middle  terms 
(helping  to  arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion  by  means  of  Inference). 

21.  In  the  case  of  "  dependence  upon  man"  (as  a  ground  of  differ- 
ence) too,  we  have  the  same   Self-contradiction  ;   for  in    that   case,   there 
would  be  no  truth  in  words   and  Vedic  sentences  (none  of    which  depend 
upon  human  option). 

22-23.  "  The  recognition  of  relation "  (between  words  and  their 
meanings,  urged  as  a  ground  of  difference)  Us  also  found  to  be  peculiar 
to  the  case  of  the  different  forms  of  Inference  :  ia  the  case  of  Verbal 
Authority  .the  relationship  depends  upon  human  agency  (the  utterances 
of  a  trustworthy  person  are  true)  ;  that  of  '  smoke f  and  *  fire  *  rests  upon 
(sameness  of)  place ;  and  another  case  (that  of  the  rise  of  the  ocean- 
tide  on  a  fullmoon  night)  rests  upon  (the  peculiarity  of)  time.  In  fact 
the  fact  of  depending  upon  human  agency  is  made,  by  the  Bauddhas,  a 
ground  for  asserting  the  non- difference  of  "  Verbal  testimony  "  from  In- 
ference — basing  their  assertion  upon  the  invariable  concomitance  between 
"trustworthy  assertions"  and  "  correct  assertion." 

24.  The  difference  of   only  a    few   such  words   as  "  apurva,"  and 
the  like  (words  whose  relations  are  not  perceived  by  any  means  save  that 
of  Verbal  Authority,  and  which  therefore  cannot  in  any  way  form  subjects 
of  Inference)  is  not  enough  for  asserting  the  difference  of  all  ('Verbal 
testimony ')  ;  nor   are  these  few  words   distinguished   from   such  words 
as  "  Horse,   <fec.,"    because   both  have   the  common  character  of  being 
words. 

25.  A  word,    whose  relation  (with  objects  and  meaning)   has  not 
been  recognised,  cannot  express  anything.     Therefore  the  absence   of  any 
relation  (with  regard  to  these  few   words)    cannot  serve    to   differentiate 
them  from  Inference. 

26.  Nor  can  a  difference  (between  Verbal  testimony  and  Inference) 
be  asserted  on  the  ground  that  in  the  former  there  is  identity  of  form 
among  "word,"  "  its  meaning,"  and   the    "  idea  of  these" ;  because  this 
(identity)  has  been  fully  refuted  (in  the  Chapter  on    Sense-perception). 

S8.8&  The  mere  difference  of  the  ground  of  expressiveness  is  no  sure  sign,  of 
difference ;  as  even  in  various  cases  of  avowed  Inference,  the  basis  of  each  Inference  ia 
peculiar  to  itself.  *'  Basing  their' assertion,  §fc"  The  argument  being  :  "  Trustworthy 
assertion  is  true,  because  it  is  in  keeping  with  the  real  state,  of  things." 

86  Even  such  words  as  "  Apurva"  and  the  like  stand  it  need  of  the  cognition  of 
certain  relations,  without  which  they  cannot  give  any  meaning.  Thus  then,  if  they 
liave  no  relations,  they  cannot  express  any  meaning  5  and  if  they  have  relations,  they 
become  included  in  Inference. 
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34?.  In.  the  case  of  a  word  not  often  used,  people  stand  in  need  of 
the  rememberance  of  some  object  related  to  it  (in  order  to  comprehend  it 
rightly)  ;  and  with  regard  to  which  word,  one  comes  to  remember  that 
"  this  word  had  been  nsed  in  snch  and  such  a  sense." 

35-37.  Here,  the  arguments,  that  the  opponent  brings  in  support  of 
identity  (of  Verbal  Authority  with  Inference),  have  not  been  refuted 
(by  the  Sankhya  in  giving  proofs  of  the  difference  of  Yerbal  Authority 
from  Inference).  (These  arguments  are) :  "Verbal  Authority  is  identical 
with  Inference,  (1)  because  of  the  existence  of  affirmative  and  negative 
premises ;  (2)  because  in  the  case  of  Verbal  Authority  (as  also  in  that 
of  Inference)  cognition  is  preceded  by  the  recognition  of  a  certain  relation, 
due  to  the  previous  sensuous  perception  of  one  of  the  members;  (3) 
because,  not  touching  objects  of  Sense-perception,  it  is  a  means  of  know- 
ledge other  than  Sense-perception;  (4)  because  its  object  is  a  #3m«- 
nya;  and  (5)  because  it  refers  to  all  the  three  points  of  time  (past,  pre- 
~fient  and  future), — exactly  like  the  Inference  of  Fire  from  smoke." 

38.  Certain  Mlmansakas  seek  |o  prove  the   difference   (of  Verbal 
Authority  from  Inference)  on  the  ground  of  the   difference  in  the  object 
(of  Verbal  Authority)  ;  since,  they  argue,  Scripture  has  its  application  in 
such  cases  as  are  not  .touched   by  the  former  two  (means  of  knowledge: 
Inference  and  Sense-perception). 

39.  But,  in  that  case,  no  Verbal  Authority  could    belong  .  to  human 
utterances.     "  Be  it  so/'     Then  by  what  means  will  you  have  the  cognition 
of  the  meaning  ?     cl  From  the  idea  present  in  the  speaker's  mind  (inferred 
from  his  utterance)."     But  from  where  do  you  get  at   this   'speaker's 
idea '  ? 

40.  This  idea  cannot  be  the  characteristic    mark  (and  hence  the 
Eeason,  Middle  Term)  of   the  meaning  of  a  "Word  :  nor  can  this  (mean- 
ing)  in  any  way  be  the  characteristic  mark  of  the  speaker's  idea.    By 
means  of  these  is  brought    about  the   cognition    of  particular  objects; 
and  hence  the  character  of  Inference  (which  always  has  a  *  Samanya*  for 
its  object)  must  belong  to  it. 

**  "  The  word  had  been  used,  fa." — and  only  then  is  the  -meaning  of  the  word 
duly  comprehended.  And  this  is  a  case  of  pure  Inference  :  "  This  word  has  snch  and 
snoh  a  meaning,  because  (I  remember  that)  knowing  people  had  used  it  in  that  sense 
—exactly  like  the  word  '  cow.1  " 

86.87  The  instance  in  each  of  the  five  syllogisms  is  the  same  :  "  the  Inference  of  the 
existence  of  fire  from  the  perception  of  smoke."  In  the  case  of  (2) — in  Inference  we 
have  a  sensuous  perception  of  the  Smoke,  which  leads  to  the  rememberance  of  the  inva- 
riable concomitance  between  Smoke  and  Fire,  as  perceived  in  the  culinary  hearth.  In 
the  case  of  Words  also,  we  have  a  sensyom  perception  (auditory)  of.  the  word,  and  then 
follows  the  rememberance  of  the  concomitance  of  thi's  word  with  a  certain  sensation. 

89  <*  From  where,  Sfc.f — without  understanding  the  constant  relationship  between 
the  "Word  and  its  Meaning,  how  could  yoa  get  at  any  notion  of  the  idea  present 
in  the  mind  of  the  speaker  ? 
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41.  Therefore  when  the  meaning  of  the    speaker  is   not  amenable 
to   Sense-perception,   <fcc.,   then  (in   that   case)  even    a  human  utterance 
becomes  a  Yerbal  Authority  for  the  listener. 

42.  (Says  the  Bauddha)  "  Even  then,  you  (the  Mimansaka  of  K.  38) 
fail  to  prove  that  the  meaning  of  the  Scripture  is  not  an  object  of  Infer-  - 
ence.    For  there  too  we   have  the  Word  as  the  characteristic  (Middle 
Term),  just  as  '  smoke  *  is  of  the  '  fire.' 

43.  "  The  mere  fact  of  its  not  being  an  object  of  Inference,   does  not 
prove  it  to  be  the  object  of  no  otner  means  of   knowledge ;  for  certainly, 
the  mere  fact  of  *  colour  *   not  being  an  object  of  the   sense   of  Hearing,  - 
does  not  prove  it  to  be  imperceptible  by  the  organs  of  Sense." 

44-45.  Under  the  circumstances,  some  people  of  our  own  party, 
not  caring  to  trouble  themselves  with  the  subtleties  of  argumentation, 
admit  that  "  Verbal  Authority "  is  a  particular  form,  of  Inference,  and 
as  such,  the  means  of  obtaining*  a  notion  of  Duty ;  for  in  the  case  of  Duty 
(which  is  yet  to  come)  what  has  been  denied  (by  the  Bhashya)  to  be  the 
characteristic  Middle  Term  is  only  one  in  the  form  of  an  object  (and  not 
in  that  of  a  word). 

45-46.  (To  these  people  we  reply) :  "Well,  we  do  not  object  to  your 
desire  to  call  "  Yerbal  Authority  "  by  the  name  of  "  Anamana."  If,  how- 
ever, there  be  an  identity  of  form  and  character  between  Yerbal  Autho- 
rity and  Inference,  then  the  knowledge  due  to  the  Yeda  ceases  to  have 
any  validity,  because  this  latter  has  not  got  the  character  of  Inference. 

47-48.  In  human  utterances,  it  happens  to  be  endowed  with  validity, 
on  account  of  its  similarity  to  Inference,  inasmuch  as  (in  that  case)  you 
have  the  concomitance  of  "  trustworthy  assertion  "  and  "  correspondence 
to  the  real  state  of  things/*  as  the  basis  of  the  inferential  argument.  In  . 
the  case  of  the  Yeda,  on  the  other  hand,  since  there  is  no  trustworthy 
personality  attached  to  it,  and  as  such  there  being  no  concomitance 

*1  Therefore  it  is  only  when  the  idea  of  the  speaker  has  not  "been  duly  recognised 
by  Sense-perception  that  his  utterance  can  have  any  verbal  authority  j  and  not  that  the 
recognition  of  the  speaker's  idea  produces  the  recognition  of  the  meaning  of  his 
utterance. 

44.4&  In  the  case  of  Duiy,  $*c. — The  Bhashya  has*  laid  down  the  fact  that,  in  the  case 
of  Duty,  which  is  yet  in  the  future,  and  not  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  there  can  be 
no  Inference.  Hence  if  Yerbal  Authority  were  made  only  a  special  form  of  Inference, 
then  the  Teda  would  ceasa  to  be  an  authority  for  Duty.  With  this  objection  in  view, 
these  "  some  people  of  our  own  party "  ssek  refuge  in  the  assertion  that  "  it  is 
only  a  Middle  Term  of  an  objective  form  that  has  been  denied  with  regard  to  Duty ; 
and  as  we  can  hold  the  Word  to  be  a  Middle  Term  applicable  to  the  case  of  Duty,  there 
can  be  no  contradiction*" 

45.48  If  you  give  up  all  the  necessary  ingredients  of  Inference,  then  Yerbal 
Authority  comes  to  be  called  "  Anumana  '*  only  in  name  ;  and  as  the  word  "  Anumana  " 
only  means  a  "  cognition,  following  upon  certain  other  cognition,"  w©  do  not  object  to 
this  name  being  applied  to  Yerbal  Authority. 
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(recognised),  the  character  of  Inference  cannot  apply  to  it,  and  it  ceases 
to  be  valid. 

49.  "  Even  the  accepted  trnth  (as  perceived  by  other  means  of  know- 
ledge)  of  even  one  part  of  the  Veda,  would  give  it  the  character   of  In- 
ference :    F.i.    *  The  passages  treating  of  Agnihotra,  <fcc.,  are  true,  because 
they  are  Veda,  like  the  passage  declaring  *  deftness  *  of  the  God  of  Wind 
(which  is  found  to  be  true  id  ordinary  experience) ' "  ? 

50.  It  will  not  be  so,  because  the  argument  fails   in  the  case  of  the 
passage  which  declares  the  sun  to  be"  a  post ;  or  again,  the  Agnihotra 
passages  too  would  come  to  have  a  subsidiary  character,  like  the  passage 
"  The  sun  is  the  post."     And  further  (if  Verbal  Authority  be  accepted  to 
be  a  form  of  Inference)  then  there  would  be  no  end  to  the  counter-argu- 
ments (proving  the  invalidity  of  the  Veda),  as  described  before  (under 
Butra  2). 

51.  .For  these  reasons  it  is  only  when  Verbal  Authority,  in  the  Veda 
as  well  8,8  in  human  utterances,  has  its  validity  apart  from  the  character  of 
Inference  (which  is  sought  to  be  thrust  upon  it),  that  the  validity  of  the 
Veda  can  be  established. 

52.  For  the  same  reason  too  we  cannot  have  the  fact  of  "being  the 
exhortation  of  a  trustworthy  person,  as   a  definition  of  "  Scripture  "  ;  because 
in  the  Veda,  there  is  no   possibility  of  any  trustworthy   speaker  ;  and  in 
the  case  of  ordinary  human  utterance  too,  Validity  cannot  rest  solely  upon 
that  fact. 

53.  This  has  been  explained  before  (under  Sutra  2).     Therefore  the 
idea  that  is  produced  by  Verbal  testimony  must  have  its  validity  in  itself, — 
provided  that  its  contradiction  is   not  perceived  (by  other  and  simpler 
means  of  right  knowledge). 

54.  The  only  similarity  that  this  (Verbal   testimony)   has   with  In- 
ference,   is  that  both  are  valid.    The  opponent  has  however  tried  hard 

BO  »  Subsidiary  character,  8fc?  In  the  case  of  the  deftness  of  Air  (as  declared  in 
the  (Jruti  passage  "  Vayurvd  Ksh§pishthd  devata "),  we  find  it  to  be  true,  because  it 
tallies  with  other  means  of  cognition.  Therefore  in  the  case  of  the  Agnihotra  passage 
also,  we  would  have  to  admit  its  truth,  on  the  ground  of  the  results  tallying  with 
the  results  obtained  by  other  means  of  knowledge.  And  thus  these  passages  would 
come  to  be  only  secondary  passages,  laying  down  the  excellences  of  objects  cognised  by 
other  means  of  cognition.  Just  as  the  passage  "  The  Sun  is  the  post "  is  accepted  as 
laying  down  a  peculiar  excellence  of  the  Sun.  "  Counter  arguments  "  : — these  are  des- 
cribed in  full  under  Aphorism  2, — and  these  have  been  refuted  on  the  sole  ground  of  the 
Veda  being  self-evident,  and  as  such  depending,  for  its  validity,  upon  nothing  else  save 
its  own  inherent  strength.  If,  however,  it  is  admitted  to  be  only  a  form  of  Inference) 
then  all  the  arguments,  urged  by  the  Bauddha  against  the  authority  of  the  Yeda,  would 
rebound  with  doubled  vigour,  utterly  damaging  the  cause  of  the  Mimanaa  philosophy. 

W  The  definition  given  in  the  Bhashya  is  the  only  correct  one. 

6*  Verbal  Testimony  is  twofold :  in  the  form  of  Word,  and  Sentence.  The  Word 
has  been  precluded  by  the  qualification  "  asannikrishta"  in  the  definition  given  by  the 
Bhashya ;  inasmuch  as  the  Word  being  before  us,  perceived  by  the  Ear,  cannot  be  said 
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to  prove  the  two  to  be  identical ;  hence  it  is  that  we  also  consider  this 
question  (of  the  validity  of  Words)  here. 

55-56*  Of  the  characteristic  Middle  Term  (of  an  Inference)  and  "of 
the  Word,  we  find  the  objects  to  be  entirely  different  :  it  will  be  shown 
hereafter  that  the  Word  has  a  *  Samanya  *  for  its  object ;  and  it  has  been 
already  proved  that  the  Minor  Term,  is  an  object  endowed  with  a  particular 
qualification.  Therefore,  so  long  as  it  has  not  got  such  a  qualified  object  for 
its  object,  Verbal  Authority  cannot  be  ( called)  Inference. 

57.  In  the  case  of  Verbal  authority,  anything  other  than  tlie  "  Sam- 
anya** belongs  only  to  the  sentence  ;  even  when  no  second  word  is  uttered 
it  is  always  inferred  through  the  force  (of 'the  uttered  word). 

58-59*  If  it  be  urged  that  "  even  in  a  single  word,  we  have  the 
denotation  of  a  certain  object,  as  characterised  by  a  certain  JVttmoer,  fa." — (we 
reply)  such  is  not  the  case  with  "  Avyayas  "  (Indeclinables).  Even  where 
these  (Number,  <fcc.,)  are  denoted,  they  only  qualify  the  particular  individual 
(and  not  the  whole  class  )  ;  because  the  action,  signified  by  a  different  word 
(the  verb),  belongs  to  the  Individual  (and  it  is  with  reference  to  the  verb 
that  the  dumber  of  the  nominative  is  determined). 

59-60.  Even  in  the  case  of  sentences  where,  such  (qualified)  words 
as  "GomSln  "  ('one  who  has  cows  ')  are  used, — though  the  word  is  qualified, 
yet  it  cannot  serve  as  the  Minor  Term  of  an  inferential  argument,  because 
ib  is  already  a  definitely  established  entity.  Specially  as  (in  the  case  of 
such  words)  the  denotation  is  only  so  much  as  has  been  previously 
ascertained  (and  hence  there  can  be  no  ground  for  the  interference  of 
Inference). 

to  be  "  asanuikrishta."  Consequently  it  is  not  necessary  for  ma  to  prove  the  difference 
of  Word-cognition  from  Inferential  cognition.  Still,  since  the  Bauddha  has  laboured 
hard  over  the  identification  of  Word-cognition  with  Inference,  we  cannot  bnfc  spare 
a  little  space  for  its  consideration. 

56.66  «  Hereafter  "—i.e.,  in  the  Chapter  on  "  Akriti." 

*1  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  A  word  is  also  found  to  denote  a 
qualified  object  j  aa  for  instance,  when  one  asks — •  who  is  going*  ?  —the  reply  is  :  *  The 
King  * ;  the  meaning  of  the  reply  being — "  The  King  ts  going.1  "  The  sense  of  the 
Karika  is  that  the  instance  cited  is  one  of  the  use  of  a  Sentence,  and  not  of  a  Word,  the 
reply  being  really  in  the  form  of  a  complete  sentence  :  "  TJhe  King  is  going."  The 
wanting  words  are  inferred  from  the  force  of  the  Nominative  ending  in  "Raja," 
which  stands  in  need  of  a  verb,  to  complete  its  nominative  signification. 

fi8-69  The  class  is  always  one  j  the  difference  of  Number  belongs  to  the  individual  9 
which,  according  to  our  theory,  is  not  directly  denoted  by  the  Word,  which  denotes  only 
the  Class, 

69.60  "  Cannot  "be  the  Minor  Term" — It  is  only  a  known  object,  sought  to  be  proved 
as  having  a  property  not  yet  known,  that  can  be  tbe  Minor  Term  in  an  inferential 
argument.  In  the  case  in  question,  however,  prior  to  the  utterance  of  the  Word, 
nothing  is  known ;  and  when  the  Word  has  been  uttered,  the  qualified  object  is  at 
once  recognised  ;  and  there  is  nothing  left  to  be  proved,  which  could  form  the  Major 
Term  of  any  Syllogism. 
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61-62.  Even  in  this  case  however,  there  is  a  difference  (from  the  quali- 
fication of  the  terms  of  a  syllogism), inasmuch  as  there  is  a  difference  between 
tlie  meaning  of  the  noun  ("  Go,  "  cow  )  and  that  of  the  (possessive)  affix 
(/*' Matup  ").  N"or  is  there  (in  the  case  of  the  word)  a  cognition  of  the 
qualification  and  that  of  the  qualified  object,  independently,  each  by  itself. 
And  again,  in  the  case  of  Inference,  the  cognition  of  the  object  with  a 
qualification  is  preceded  by  that  of  the  object  itself;  whereas  in  the 
case  of  the  Word,  the  case  is  quite  the  reverse. 

62.  (Objection)  :     "  Bat   wherefore  is  not    the   "  Word  "  made  the 
Minor  Term  (object  of  Inference),   as  with  regard  to  its   having  a  definite 

,  meaning  (as  the  Major  Term)  ?  " 

63.  In  that  case  the  Reason  (Middle  Term,  "  Qabdatwa" )  would  be  a 
part  of  the   conclusion.     It  is  only  when   a  particular  '  smoke  '  (the  one 
seen  issuing  from  the  mountain)  is  the  Minor  Term,  that  the  -class  '  smoke ' 
in  general,  is  made  the  Reason  (Middle  Term). 

64-65.  We  cannot  (in  the  sarae  manner)  have  "  (Jabdatwa  "  (the 
class  *  word '  in  general)  as  the  Reason  ;  and  that  there  can  be  no  such 
class  as  "  Gogabdatwa  "  will  be  shown  later  on.  It  is  only  the  one  particular 
individual  (word)  (and  not  a  class)  that  can  serve  as  the  Reason.  If  it  be 
urged  that  "  it  can  be  so  through  the  difference  in  the  manifesting  cause 
of  the  same  word  (as  forming  the  H&tu,  and  as  forming  the  Minor  Term)" ; 
(we  reply)  we  ai*e  cognisant  of  no  idea  (of  any  such  difference  based 
upon  difference  of  the  manifesting  agency). 

65-66.  And  again,  what  sort  of  specification  can  you  have  in  the  case 
in  question  ?  It  cannot  be  one  either  of  time  or  of  space.  If  it  be 

3l-6fc  And  hence  the  whole  need  not  be  taken  as  one  word.  "  Nor  is  there,  $*c."  : — 
in  tlie  case  of  an  inferential  argument,  the  smoke,  for  instance,  is  perceived  by  itself  j 
and  so  also  is  fche  Fire,  and  so  again  the  Mountain.  Whereas  in  the  cage  of  the  Word 
"  Gomiln  "  the  word  cannot  bring  about  any  separate  cognition  of  the  signification  of 
the- possessive  affix  by  itself.  And  again,  $Tc"  The  Mountain  is  recognised  before its 
qualification  (the  existence  of  Fire}  ;  while  in  the  case  of  the  word  *'  Gomdn  "  we  have 
the  cognition  of  the  Cow  before  that  of  the  person  possessing  the  cow. 

W  The  syllogism  being  :  "  Qabdo'rthavan  (the  Word  has  meaning)  Qabdatwab  (be- 
cause it  is  a  Word),  Gho iapatudivat  (like  the  words  ghata,  pata),  $*c." 

64.34  What  we  have  got  to  prove  here  is  the  .presence  of  a  definite  meaning ;  and 
certainly  the  class-  "  $abdatwa  "  cannot,, in  any  way,  help  to  prove  such  presence.  "  It  is 
only,  $*c.  " — It  is  only  the  particular  word  in  question  that  can  be  asserted  as  the  Jietus 
and  iitasnmch  as  this  is  also  the  Minor  Term,  the  objection,  viz  ,  the  anomaly  of  the 
Middle  Term  (or  the  Minor  Premiss)  being  a  part  of  the  conclusion — remains  untouched 
"  It  ean  "be  so,  $*c." — the- difference  in  the  manifesting  agency  of  the  Word  in  the  two 
places  will  suffice  for  an  the  difference  that  is  necessary  for  the  argument. 

a&  56  What  sort  of  specification  ia  asserted  with  regard  to  "  Word  "  as  the  Minor 
Term  ?  "  What  remains"  tyc. — all  that  is  sought  to  be  proved  is-  that  such  and  such  a 
wopd  has  g^t  such  and:  such  a  meaning  ;  and  so,  when,  before  the  conclusion 
or  the  Kifttrence  has  been  arrived  at;  the1  Word  is  recognised-  as  having  a  definite  mean, 
mgt  thtre  is  nothing  more  left-  to  be  eognised,  for  the  sake  of  which  we  should  have 
reertr.^c  to  Inference, 
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urged  that  "  it  is  taken  as  specified  by  the  cognition  of  its  meaning/'  then 
(we  ask)  what  then  is  left  behind  that  would  form  the  subject  of 
Inference  P 

66-68,  Nor  is  any  such  power,  as  thf^t  which  causes  the  meaning  to 
be  cognised  (inferred)  as  belong  to  any  particular  (word).  No  snch  power 
can  belong  to  a  part  of  the  particular  object,  as  it  does  to  (a  part  of)  the 
class  *  Fire/  Because  power  can  belong  to  the  class  alone  ;  and  for  the 
Minor  Term  and  the  Middle  Term  too,  you  cannot  but  have  the  Class  ; 
hence  Inference  cannot;  apply  to  the  case  of  words  as  endowed  with  a 
certain  meaning. 

68-72.  And  again,  how  do  you  define  the  fact  of  "  Word  "  being  the 
property  of  the  Minor  Term  ?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  relation- 
ship except  that  of  action  and  agent.  The  King  being  the  supporter  of 
the  man,  we  have  the  expression  "  the  King's  man  "  ;  the  tree  exists 
in  the  branches  or  the  tranches  in  the  tree  ;  hence  "  the  tree's  branches  "  ; 
in  a  place  occupied  by  Wire,  we  have  the  agency  of  smoke,  with  regard  to 
the  action  of  existence.  In  all  such  relations  as  the  causal  and  the  like* 
there  is  always  a  certain  action.  And  until  the  form  of  the  relation  has 
been  recognised,  there  can  be  no  such  assertion  as  that  "  the  relation 
exists  "  ;  nor,  in  the  absence.  of  a  relation,  is  the  "  Genitive-Tatpurusha" 
possible  ;  therefore  the  fact  that  the  Word  is  "  pakslia-dharma  "  (property 
of  the  Minor  Term)  can  never  be  rightly  ascertained. 

78*74*  When  (in  the  above  manner)  all  other  relations  have  been 
precluded  (from  the  compound  .'  pakshadarma  *),  if  some  people  were  to 
assert  the  fact  of  Word  being  the  patohadharma  (property  of  the  Minor 


If  that  which  is  inferred  be  not  the  meaning,  but  a  power  to  make  the 
meaning  comprehended,  then  —  we  ask  —  to  what  factor  doea  this  power  belong  ?  If  it 
belong  to  the  word  "  Cow  "  then  we  become  open  to  all  the  objections  urged  in  K.  63 
et  »eq.  In  the  case  of  "  Fire,"  the  das*  has  been  found  to  extend  over  all  indivi- 
dual Fire*  j  hence  the  remembrance  of  the  Fire  and  the  Smoke  in  the  culinary  hearth 
leads  to  the  inference  of  the  existence  of  fire  in  the  mountain.  There  can,  however,  be 
no  such  pervasion  in  the  case  of  an  individual,  which  therefore  can  never  be  the  object 
of  Inference.  "Tow  have  the  same,  $*c."  Since  a  Samanya  (class)—  "  Word"—  - 
alone  is  your  Minor  Term  5  and  the  Middle  Term  —  "  (Jabdatwa  '*  is  —  also  a  Samdnya  ; 
so  also  is  the  Major  Term.  In  such  a  case,  then  no  Inference-  is  possible. 

68-T*  in  an  Inference,  there  are  three  factors  ;  with  regard  to  the  Middle  Term  :  (1  ) 
the  fact  of  its  having  a  relation  with  the  Minor  Term,  and  thus  constituting  the  Minor 
Premiss  ;  (2)  its  existence,  in  common  with  the  Major  Term,  in  a  certain  substratum,  and 
thus  constituting  the  Major  Premiss  and  the  Instance  ;  and  (3)  Nou-  existence  in  a  place, 
where  the  Major  Term  never  exists,  aud  thus  helping  the  formation  of  the  Major 
Premiss.  Karikls  68-84  prove  that  in  the  case  of  "  Word  "  as  the  Middle  Term,  the 
first  factor  is  not  applicable  ;  Karikas  85-95  set  aside  the-  application  of  th&  second 
factor,  and  KIrikis  95-9S  that  of  the  third.  "  Geiwtfite  Tatpurusha  *  ;  the,  compound 
word  "  Palahadtomo*"  we  can  analyse  as  "  -paTts&asyx  dharmah." 

**  Like  negation  "  —  i.e.,  just  as  absence  is  held  to  be  the  object  of  negation. 


Term,  Meaning)  in  consideration  of  the  relationship,  that  the  word  bears  to 
the  meaning,  viz.>  that  the  meaning  forms  its  object — as  in  the  case  of  *  ne- 
gation,' — then  those  people  too  will  have  to  explain  in  what  manner  the 
Word  has  the  Meaning  for  its  object.  There  is  no  coexistence  in  place 
or  time,  &c.,  between  the  two  ;  nor  is  there  any  proximity  (of  the  one  to 
the  other). 

75.  For  these  reasons  the  fact  of  the  Word  having  the  Meaning  for  its 
object  can  he  explained  only  by  the  fact  that  the  Word  brings  about  an 
idea  of  which  the  particular  thing  (denoted  by  the  word)  is  the  object; 
and  in  this  "  bringing  about  "  alone  lies  the  action  (that  would  justify  any 
relationship  between  the  two). 

76.  Thus  then  the  expressiveness  of  the  Word  (with  regard  to  the 
particular  meaning)  having  been  previously  established,  such  a  '  paksha- 
dharma '  cannot  be  the  means  of  the  cognition  (of  the  meaning)  ;  and  hence 
for  this  reason  too,  there  can  be  no  Inference. 

77.  (Because)  the  fact  of  the  Word  being  a  property  (of  Paksha) 
would  rest  upon  its  expressiveness  (of  the  meaning) ;  and  its  expressiveness 
would  depend  upon  the  fact  of  its  being  the  property  (of   the  Paksha  in 
order  to  fulfil  the  conditions  of   Inference), — and  thus  there   is   a  mutual 
interdependence  ;  and  hence  this  assumption,  too,  will  not  hold  water. 

78-79.  Such  people  as  are  not  cognisant  of  the  relationship  (that  the 
Word  bears  to  the  Meaning),  do  not  know  the  Word  apart  from  its  form  (as 
heard)  ;  and  hence  there  is  nothing  else  on  which  the  notion  of  the  Word 
being  a  *  pakshadharma '  could  be  based  ;  for  certainly  it  is  not  on  the 
mere  shape  of  '  smoke/  <fcc.,  that  their  character  of  "  pakshadharina," 
is  based* 

79-80.  $Tor  can  the  character  of  "  pakshadharma  "  depend  upon  any 
previous  relation.  For  even  if  this  relation  (of  Smoke  and  Fire)  has 
not  been  previously  recognised,  one  has  the  notion  that  this  mountain 
has  "  smoke  in  it,"  which  asserts  the  fact  of  smoke  (Middle  Term) 
being  the  'property*  of  the "  mountain  (Paksha).  And  it  is  in  this 
point  alone  that  lies  the  difference  (o£  paJcshadharma)  from  the  second 
'factor  (sapaJcshasatkwa) . 


19.80  "  The  relation  of  the  Word  with  the  meaning  has  been  recognised  by  some 
other  people  beforehand  ;  and  this  .might  serve  as  the  bases  of  Pakshadharmata.*' 
This  cannot  be  :  because,  even  if  the  relation  of  the  Smoke  and  Fire,  &c.,  &c.,  &o.  It  is 
in  this  point,  fyc".  Since  the  Pabshadharmatti  (i.e.,  the  relation  predicated  in  the 
Minor  Premiss)  does  not  depend  upon  any  previous  recognition  of  the  relations  of  the 
Middle  Term  j  therefore  it  is  upon  this  ground  alone  that  it  differs  from  the  Sapaksha* 
satta  (i.e.,  the  relation  predicated  in  the  Major  Premiss),  which  does  not  depend  upon 
the  recognition  of  any  relation  at  the  present  time, — being  as  it  is,  only  a  general  state- 
ment of  relations  between  the  Middle  and  Major  Terms,  perceived  beforehand  ;  whereas 
the  Minor  Premiss  is  the  statement  of  the  particular  relation  that  the  Middle  Term  ' 
bears  to  the  Minor  Term. 
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81.  In  this  case  (of  Inference  with  regard  to  Word),  since  the 
Minor  Premiss  (pakshadharmata)  is  nothing  more  than  the  previously 
recognised  relation  (t\e.,  the  Major  Premiss) ;  and  since  there  is  no 
relation  previous  to  the  recognition  of  the  Meaning,  therefore,  such  a 
Minor  Premiss  can  never  be  any  means  (of  getting  at  the  Meaning  of  a 
Word). 

82-83.  Nor  (in  the  case  of  Word)  is  the  Minor  Term  previously  cog- 
nised ;  therefore  there  can  be  no  Minor  Premiss  based  upon  it ;  (in  the 
case  of  the  inference  otfire  from  smoke)  however  the  place  '  Mountain,'  is 
such  as  has  been  known,  prior  to  the  recognition  of  its  property  (smoke). 
And  that  (meaning)  which  is  here  assumed  to  be  the  Minor  Term,  is  also 
the  one  which  is  sought  to  be  cognised  by  means  of  Inference. 

83-84.  And  so  long  as  that  (Minor  Term)  has  not  been  cognised, 
the  predicate  cannot  be  ascertained  ;  and  if  it  be  such  as  has  been  already 
cognised  before  even  the  Minor  Premiss  has  been  ascertained,  what  else 
remains,  that  would  be  learnt  by  means  of  the  Inference  got  at  by 
means  of  the  subsequently  cognised  Minor  Premiss. 

85-86,  Nor  can  you  ascertain  any  affirmative  concomitance  of  the 
Word  with  the  Object  (Meaning)  sought  to  be  proved  by  Inference.  For  it 
is  by  means  of  a  certain  action  that  we  arrive  at  the  notion  of  the  concomi- 
tance of  anything  e.gr.,  where  smoke  is,  there  the  presence  of  Fire,  as 
an  invariable  concomitant,  is  clear  ;  but  we  have  no  such  certain  idea 
that  '  whenever  word  is,  meaning  is  sure  to  exist. ' 

87.  For  the  meaning  is  not  recognised  as  being  concomitant  with  the 
word>  either    in    time  or    place.    If  it    be   urged   that "  Word    being 
eternal  and  all-prevading,  we  can  always  have   an  idea  of  such   concomi- 
tance" then  (on  that  ground)  we  would  have  (the  notion  of  concomitance 
with  word)  of  everything  (and  not  only  of  the  one  definite  meaning). 

88.  In  this  way,  the  Word  being  omnipresent,    and  (for  the  same 
reason)  there  being  no  negation  with  regard  to   it,  every  word  in  existence 
would  bring  about  the  notion  of  alt  things  in  the  world. 

89-90.  Thus  then,  there  being  no  affirmative  concomitance,  either  in 
time  or  place,  if  some  one  were  to  assert  the  cognition  of  the  (form  of  the) 
Word  as  concomitant  with  the  cognition  of  the  Meaning ; — then  (we  reply) 
even  this  (concomitance)  does  not  exist ;  because  we  find  that,  even  with- 
out any  idea  of  the  Meaning,  there  is  a  cognition  of  the  Word, — in  the 
case  of  illiterate  people. 

81  The  Minor  Premies  is  not  any  advance  upon  the  Major  Premiss,  towards  par- 
tioularisation.  l 

82.8S  «  That  which,  $"c." — If  the  object  sought  to  be  cognised  by  means  of  the  Infer- 
ence be  already  previously  cognised,  what  is  the  use  of  the  Inference  ? 

W.34  «  Cannot  be  ascertained  " —  i.e.,  we  can  haye  no  Minor  Term. 

W  Illiterate  persons  quite  rightly  comprehend  the  form  of  the  word  only  by  the 
Ear,  but  they  may  not  understand  its  meaning. 
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91.  (If  it  be  urged  that)  u  we  may  assume  such  concomitance,  when 
the  Word  is  repeated    (to  the  person  not    comprehending  its    meaning 
th£  firtffe  at  utterance  "  ; — (we  reply)  in  some  instances    we  find  that 
even  if  the  Word  is  repeated  a  hundred  times,  its   Meaning  is  not  compre- 
hended. 

92.  (Objection).  "  But  we  have   a  clear  case  of  concomitance,  in  a 
place  where  tbe  words  are   such  as  have  their  relations  (with  meanings) 
definitely  ascertained."     (Reply).     Well,  if  the  relation  be  ascertained  prior 
to  the  comprehension  of  the  comcomitance,  then  such  concomitance  cannot 
be  held  to  be  the  means  of  getting  at  the  idea  of  the  meaning. 

93-94.  It  is  an  acknowledged  fact  that  Inference  owes  its  origin  to 
invariable  concomitance.  But  when  the  concomitance  proceeds  after  the 
expressiveness  of  the  Word  ( with  regard  to  its  Meaning)  has  been  recog- 
nised, how  can  such  concomitance  be  said  to  be  the  cause  of  the  cognition 
of  such  expressiveness  ? 

95.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  expressiveness  of  a  Word 
is  recognised  independently  of  any  such    concomitance.     Whereas   (in  the 
case^of  Inference)  prior  to  the   cognition   of  the  concomitance   of  smoke 
(with  fire),  we  do  not  get  at  the  notion   of  the  presence  of  this  (smoke) 
bringing  about  the  cognition  of  the  presence  of  fire. 

96.  If  there  be  the  recognition  of  a  negative  relation  between  the 
idea  of  the  Word  and  the   Meaning  not  yet  known ;  even  this,  occurring 
afterwards,  cannot  be  the  means  of  bringing  about  the  recognition  of  the 
meaning. 

97.  The  relation,  that  we   will  lay  down,  as  being  the  means  of  the 
ascertainment  of   expressiveness,  will  have  both  affirmative  and  negative 
bearings  ;   but  these    (affirmative  and  negative  relations)  cannot  belong  to 
the  recognition  of  the  Meaning  (of  Words)* 

98.  Thus,  as  to  Sense-perception,  so  to  "Verbal  testimony"  too,  the 
character  of  Inference  cannot  belong  ;  (1)  because  it  is  devoid  of  the  three 

91  "  Hundred  times.  "—The  present  day  readers  of  the  Veda  repeat  the  whole 
of  it  like  a  parrot,  and  this  too,  very  of  fcen  5  but  they  do  not  comprehend  its 
meaning. 

W  The  negation  cannot  be  iu  the'  form— "  where  there  is  no  object,  there  is  no 
word  denoting  it  ";  because  though  Rama  himself  does  not  now  exist,  the  word  con- 
tinues all  the  same.  If  the  negative  premiss  be  in  the  form—  *'  Where  there  is  no  idea 
of  the  meaning  there  is  no  idea  of  Word," — then  this  becomes  untrue,  with  regard  to 
illiterate  persons.  If  ife  be  asserted  that  the  premiss  holds  with  those  who  know  of  the 
relation  betweou  the  Word  and  its  Meaning,— then,  in  that  case,  there  being  no  other 
relation  save  that  of  expressiveness,  the  negative  premiss  based  upon  this  appears  only- 
after  its  purpose  (M?.,  the  recognition  of  the  expressiveness  of  the  Word)  has  been 
fulfilled  j  and  as  such,  it  becomes  useless,  as  a  factor  in  the  bringing  about  of  the 
recognition  of  the  meaning  of  the-  Word. 

98  The-  three  factors  of  Inf ereace  having-  boon  proved  to  be  inapplicable  to  the 
case  of  Terbal  authority. 
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91.  (If  it  be  urged  that)  "  we  may  assume  such  concomitance,  when 
the  Word  is  repeated    (to  the  person  not    comprehending  its    meaning 
th£  firtfk  at  utterance  "  ;— (we  reply)  in  some  instances    we  find  that 
even  if  the  Word  is  repeated  a  hundred  times,  its   Meaning  is  not  compre- 
hended. 

92.  (Objection).  "  But   we  have   a   clear  case  of  concomitance,  in  a 
place  where  the  words  are  such  as  have  their  relations  (with  meanings) 
definitely  ascertained."     (Reply).     Well,  if  the  relation  be  ascertained  prior 
to  the  comprehension  of  the  comcomitance,  then  such  concomitance  cannot 
be  held  to  be  the  means  of  getting  at  the  idea  of  the  meaning. 

93-94.  It  is  an  acknowledged  fact  that  Inference  owes  its  origin  to 
invariable  concomitance.  But  when  the  concomitance  proceeds  after  the 
expressiveness  of  the  Word  ( with  regard  to  its  Meaning)  has  been  recog- 
nised, how  can  such  concomitance  be  said  to  be  the  cause  of  the  cognition 
of  such  expressiveness  ? 

95.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  expressiveness  of  a  Word 
is  recognised  independently  of  any  such    concomitance.     Whereas   (in  the 
case  of  Inference)  prior  to   the   cognition   of   the   concomitance   of  smoke 
(with  fire),  we  do  not  get  at  the  notion   of  the  presence  of  this  (smoke) 
bringing  about  the  cognition  of  the  presence  of  fire. 

96.  If  there  be  the  recognition  of  a  negative  relation  between  the 
idea  of  the  Word  and  the   Meaning  not  yet  known ;  even  this,  occurring 
afterwards,  cannot  be  the  means   of  bringing  about  the  recognition  of  the 
meaning. 

97.  The  relation,  that  we   will  lay  down  as  being  the  means  of  the 
ascertainment  of   expressiveness,  will  have  both  affirmative  and  negative 
bearings  ;   but   these    (affirmative  and  negative  relations)  cannot  belong  to 
the  recognition  of  the  Meaning  (of  Words). 

98.  Tims,  as  to  Sense-perception,  so  to  "  Verbal  testimony*'  too,  the 
character  of  Inference  cannot  belong  ;  (1)  because  it  is  devoid  of  the  three 

&l  «  Hundred  times.  "—  The  present  day  readers  of  the  Veda  repeat  the  whole 
of  it  like  a  parrot,  and  this  too,  very  often  ;  but  they  do  not  comprehend  its 
meaning. 

90  The  negation  cannot  be  in  the' form — "where  there  is  no  object,  there  is  no 
word  denoting  it  w;  because  though  Kama  himself  does  not  now  exist,  the  word  con- 
tinues all  the  same.  If  the  negative  premiss  be  in  the  form—  "  Where  there  is  no  idea 
of  the  meaning  there  ia  no  idea  of  Word," — then  this  becomes  untrue,  with  regard  to- 
ilUfcerate  persona.  If  it  be  asserted  that  the  premiss  holds  with  those  who  know  of  the 
relation  betweou  the  Word  and  its  Meaning, — then,  in  that  case,  there  being  no  other 
relation  save  that  of  expressiveness,  the  negative  premiss  based  upon  this  appears  only 
after  its  purpose  (*.e.,  the  recognition  of  the  expressiveness  of  the  Word)  has  been 
fulfilled  j  and  as  such,  it  becomes  useless,  as  a  factor  in  the  bringing  about  of  the 
recognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  Word. 

W  The-  three  factors  of  Inference  having"  boon  proved  to  be  inapplicable  to  the 
case  of  Yerbal  authority. 
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factors,  and   (2)   because  an  object  like  that  of  Inference  is  precluded 
(from  being  the  object  of  "  Yer^a^  testimony  ")• 


99.  It  is  only  when  the  "  Word  "  is  accepted  as  a  means  of  know- 
ledge that,  we  can  discuss  (as  above)  its  difference  or  non-difference  (from 
Inference).     But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  meaning  of  a  word  is  not  recognised 
by  means  of  the  cognition  of  the  *  word.' 

100.  Because  a  word  when  used,  is  used  with  reference  to  four  kinds 
of  objects  :  (1)  object  directly  perceptible  by  the  senses,    (2)  object  not  in 
contact  with  the  Sense-organs,  (3)   object  that  is  previously  known,  and 
(4)  object  that  is  not  previously  known. 

101.  The  word,  that  is  nsed   with   reference  to   (3)  the  object  that  is 
already  known    (&c.  ),  that   which  is  perceived  directly   by  the  senses,  is 
used  only  with  regard   to  objects   that    are  already  cognised    (by  other 
means)  ;  and  thus,  there  being  nothing  more  denoted  by  the  Word,  all  that 
it  does  is  to   describe  (what  is  already  known,  and  hence  is  not,  by  itself,  a 
means  of  knowledge). 

102.  With  regard  to  (4)  an  object  not  known  before,  there  is  either 
no  knowledge    (produced  by  the  Word),  or  there  is   a  cognition   of  mere 
relationship  (between  Word    and  Meaning).     This  '  Relation  *  is   not  the 
meaning  of  the  word  ;   and  that  which   is   the  meaning  (of  the  word)-  is 
got  at  by  other  means  of  knowledge. 

103-104.  In  the  case  of  (2)  an  object  which  is  not  in  contact  with 
the  senses,  and  which  is  not  known,  there  can  be  no  idea  of  the  meaning 
expressed  (by  the  Word).  And  in  the  case  of  an  object  which  is  behind 
the  Senses,  but  known,  we  can  have  only  a  remembrance.  And  since  it 
is  only  to  objects  already  cognised  (by  other  means  of  knowledge)  that 
Remembrance  applies,  it  cannot  have  the  character  of  an  independent 
means  of  knowledge.  Because  such  character  (of  the  meaua  of  know- 
ledge) depends  upon  the  means  leading  to  the  specification  (or  deter- 
mination, of  something  not  so  determined  by  any  other  means). 

105.  "  Inasmuch  as  it  brings  about  an  independent  determination 
at  the  time  (of  remembrance),    wherefore  should  not    we  assert  the 
character  of  an  independent  means  of  knowledge  to  belong  to    Remem- 
brance, as  we  do  Recognition  (Pratyabhijna)  ?  " 

106.  By  means  of  Remembrance  we   cognise   only   so   much  as  has 

9t  In  our  opinion,  it  is  the  Sentence,  and  not  the  Word,  that  is,  the  means  of  cogni- 
tion. In  that  case,  there  can  be  no  occasion  for  the  above  discussions. 

10*  "  By  other  means,  $"c.'*—  The  object  denoted  by  the  Word  is  cognised  by  means 
of  Sense-perception,  and  not  by  that  of  the  Word. 

1<*  At  the  time  that  the  object  is  remembered,  it  is  not  perceived  by  any  other 
means  of  knowledge. 

W*  "  Recognition"  proyes  the  existence  of  the  object  at  the  particnlar  time  ;  and  ai 
such  it  is  held  to  be  a  "  Pramana  "j  whereas  at  the  time  that  we  remember  an  object, 
we  do  not  know  whether  at  that  time,  the  object  exists  or  not. 
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been  previously  determined  ;  but  in  accordance  therewith  we  hare  no  idea 
of  the  existence  of  the  particular  object  (remembered),  at  the  time  of  re- 
membr&nce. 

107.  The  Word  too  does  wot  differ  from   the  means  of  remembrance, 
inasmuch  in  the  case  of  that  too,  that   which  is   expressed  is  nothing  more 
(than  what  has  been  previously  determined  by  other  means  of  knowledge)  • 
If  there  be  anything  more  that  happens  to  be  cognised,  it  cannot*    be 
expressed  by  the  Word. 

108.  Even  though  cognition  by  means  of  the  word  be  an.  object;  of 
Inference,  yet  inasmuch  as  Vei'bal  authority  is  attributed  (by  us)  to  the 
meaning  of    a  sentence,  it  does  not  touch  the  position  of  those  who  assert 
"  Verbal  testimony  "  to  be  a  distinct  means  of  knowledge  (apart  from    In- 
ference).    (t.e.,  We,  the  Mimansakas). 

109.  Sioce  in  the  case  of  the  meaning  of  a   Sentence,  the  cognition  is 
produced  by  means  of  the  meanings  of   worda  (making  up   the  Sentence), 
without  the  recognition  of  the  relation  (of  invariable  concomitance)  neces- 
sary in  Inference, — therefore  it  (recognition  of  the  meaning  of  a  Sentence) 
must  be  held  to  be  distinct  (from  Inference),  like  Sense-perception. 

110.  This  Reason  (the  fact  of  the  meaning  of  a  sentence  being  arrived 
at  by  means  of  the  meaning  of  words  contained  therein,  without  the  recogni- 
tion of  invariable  concomitance)  will  be  established   in  the   Chapter    on 
"Sentence"   (Sutra,   Adhyaya    II).     And  none  of  the   arguments   urged 
by  others  (in  support  of  the  identity  of  Verbal  Testimony  with  Inference), 
can  apply  to  the  case  of  a  cognition  brought  about  by  a  Sentence. 

111.  It  was  only  on  account  of  not  having  perceived   any   Sentences 
with  definits  meanings,  that  finding  cognition  to  be  brought  about   by     the 
mere  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  words,  the  Bauddhas  and  Vaicesliiltas, 
— being  afraid  of  the   difference   from  Inference   being   established,     (if 
cognition  by  means  of  a  Sentence  were  accepted), — have  laboured  hard  to 
prove  the  identity  of  the  "  Cognition  by  Word  "  with  "  Inference." 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  Words. 


(SECTION  7.)     . 
ON  ANALOGY. 
1-2. .  "  Being  asked  by  the  town-people  "   *  like  what  is  a  gavctya '  ? 

UL  If  cognition  by  means  of  a  Sentence  be  admitted,  then  there  can  be  no  question 
of  the  identity  of  Yerbal  Authority  with  Inference.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the 
Banddhas  purposely  erade  this  fact,  and  only  seek  to  establish  the  identity  of  "  TFbrd  *' 
with  "  Inference/*— -hoping  thereby  to  prove  such  identity  of  u  Verbal  Authority  " 
also,  which  would,  therefore,  have  to  be  rejected  as  a  distinct  means  of  right  notion. 

1  Say«  -the  Bhishya :  "  tTjawtfnamajpi  sadr^yam  aaaamfcfahteVtfUF  "buddMinut* 
padayati  yatha  gavayadar$anam  gosmaranasya"  (Analogy  also  is  similarity  and  brings 
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if  the  forester  says  that  a  c  gavaya  is  just  like  the  cow  ' — then  we  have 
what  is  commonly  known  as  "  Analogy."  According  to  the  view  of  fabara 
however,  this  is  nothing  apart  from  "  Verbal  testimony "  ;  and  hence 
*  Analogy '  is  explained  in  a  different  manner. 

3.  Because  in  the  above  instance  the  object  (of  Analogy)  is  got  at 
by  means  of  the  personal  recognition  of  a  man,  and  is  also  recognised  as 
explained  by  him,  hence  it  is  '  Verbal  testimony*  pure  and  simple. 

4-5.  How  can  any  validity  belong  to  the  recognition  of  an  object 
by  means  of  (the  perception  of)  another  object  similar  to  it,—  such  recog- 
nition being  exactly  similar  to  remembrance  bronght  about * by  constant 
pondering,  &c.  ?  In  other  cases  (e.g.,  that  of  Pratyabhifnn,  Recognition) 
the  object  is  specified  by  different  time,  place,  &c. ;  it  is  not  so  in  the  case  of 
the  instance  cited,  because  here  the  cow  is  remembered  only  as  being  in 
the  town. 

6-7.  According  to  some  people, — the  name  *  Analogy  *  belongs  to  the 
cognition  of  the  gavaya  in  the  forest,  when  belonging  to  such  people 
as  have  heard  the  assertion  of  the  similarity  of  the  cow  to  the  gavaya,— 
such  cognition  being  tinged  by  an  idea  of  similarity  with  the  cow.  In 
tliis  case  too,  in  the  case  of  the  gavaya  we  have  Sense-perception,  and 
in  that  of  '  Similarity  '  we  have  mere  remembrance. 

7-8.  "  But  in  the  recognition  of  the  object  as  tinged  with  similarity, 
there  can  be  neither  remembrance,  nor  any  application  of  the  organs  of 
Sense."  Well,  if  the  perception  of  the  gavaya  does  not  produce  any  ideas 
over  and  above  that  which  is  due  to  the  previous  assertion  of  the  forester, 
then  such  recognition  would  be  nothing  more  than  remembrance  ;  and  as 
such  being  mere  repetition  (of  a  former  cognition),  it  could  have  no 
validity. 

9.  If  there  is  anything  in  excess  (of  the  former  assertion),  it  is  only 
such  as  is  amenable  to  Sense-perception  ;  because  it  has  already  been 
proved  that  so  long  as  there  "is  contact  of  the  Sense-organ  with  the  object, 
the  cognition  that  we  have  is  Sense-perception. 

10-11,    Invalidity  attaches  to  the  factor  of  remembrance,  as  differen- 

abont  the  cognition  of  an  object  not  in  contact  with  the  senses  ;  e.g.,  the  Bight  of 
the  gavaya  reminds  one  of  the  cow). 

*-B  The  definition  given  in  the  Bhashya  means  that  when  one  object,  on  being 
produced,  produces  the  recognition  of  another  object  similar  to  it,  then  we  have  what 
is  called  Analogy.  Against  this  it  is  urged  that  this  would  only  be  a  case  of  remem- 
brance. Tratyalhijnd  (Recognition)  is  considered  valid  onlybecau»e,  over  and  above  the 
mere  recognition  of  the  object,  it  cognises  the  object  as  being  the  same  object  that  was 
perceived  before,  bat  occupying  another  place  and  time  in  the  present.  There  is,  how-, 
ever,  no  such  fresh  specification  in  the  case  of  the  gavaya  and  the  cow9 

«-T  In  order  to  avoid  the  objection  urged  above,  these  people  add  "  tinged,  frc.," 
as  a  fresh  specification,  on  which  they  rest  tbe  validity  of  Analogy. 

•  **  It  has  been  proved  "—under  "  Sense-perception." 

10. ll  Even  in  the  case  of  Remembrance,  invalidity  does  not  attach  to  every  part  of 
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tiated  from  the  factor  of  Sensuous  perception.     Even  the  fact  of  a  know- 
ledge of  the  assertion  of  similarity  is  not  of  much  help,  inasmuch  as  this 
(recognition  of  similarity)  happens  also  in  the  case  of  such  people  as  have  , 
never  heard  of  the   assertion   of  similarity,  but   having  known  the    cow, 
happen  to  see  the  gavaya  in  the  forest. 

12.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  in   the  case  of  such  people  there  is  no  idea 
of  the  name  '  gavaya*  " — (we  add)  the  name  is  not  the  object ;  and  this  (the 
object  gavaya)   is  completely  recognised  by  them   (as     resembling  the 
cow).  I 

13.  Nor  then  can  the  relation,  between  the  word  ^  gavaya  ')  and  its 
meaning  (the  object,  animal),   be  said  to  be  the   object  of  recognition; 
because  when  the  object,  (animal,  gavaya),  has  been  ascertained  to  resem- 
ble the   cow,   the   relation    of  the    animal  with   the   word   ('gavaya')   is 
recognised   by  the  help  of  the   previous  assertion  of  the  forester, 

14.  Nor  can  it  be   urged   that   in  the  forest,  there   is   a  recognition 
(Pratyabhijna*)    of   this  fact  (of  "  gavaya "  being  the   name  of  the  parti- 
cular animal)  ;  because  the  denotations  of   words  being  beyond  the  Senses, 
the  present  instance  cannot  be  anything  more  than  mere  Rememberance. 

15.  The  factor  of  Sense-perception  has  been  proved  to  enter  also  into 
the  case  of  such   cognitions  as   are  intermixed  with  Verbal  expressions. 

it ;  the  factor  of  Sense-perception  that  enters  into  it,  in  the  shape  of  a  perception  of  the 
object  before  the  eye,  cannot  but  be  valid.  But  the  invalidity  attaches  to  the  factor 
of  remembering  something  that  has  gone  before.  The  specification — "  the  remem- 
brance of  such  people  as  have  heard  the  assertion  of  similarity" — too,  does  not  add  any 
validity  to  the  remembrance,  because  we  have  notions  of  similarity,  even  in  the  case 
of  such  people  as  have  no  idea  of  the  said  assertion,  and  yet  recognise  a  similarity  of 
the  well-known  cow  with  the  gavaya,  whenever  this  latter  happens  to  be  seen  in  the 
forest. 

1&  TheNyaya  theory — that  the  object  of  Analogy  is  the  recognition  of  the  denota- 
tion of  the  name  "  gavaya  " — is  here  controverted.  No  sooner  has  the  man  seen  the 
gavayat  and  found  it  to  resemble  the  cow,  then  he  remembers  the  previous  assertion 
of  the  forester,  and  from  that  he  directly  concludes  that  the  object  that  he  has  seen 
resembling  the  cow,  must  be  the  "  gavaya "  that  the  forester  had  described,  Thus 
then,  we  find  that  the  recognition  of  the  name  "  gavaya  "  is  due  to  pure  Verbal  Autho- 
rity, the  assertion  of  the  forester,  and  the  element  of  Analogy  does  not  enter  into  it, 
"  Then" — i.e.,  in  cases  where  the  person  knows  of  the  previous  description  by  the 
forrester. 

1*  In  Pratya"bhijnat  there  is  a  present  factor  of  Sense-perception,  upon  which  its 
validity  rests.  The  opponent  seeks  refuge  in  this  fact,  and  says  that  the  man  has 
known  the  name  "  gavaya "  to  belong  to  something  that  resembles  the  cow,  and 
hence  as  soon  as  he  sees  such  an  object  ia  the  forest,  tho  name  flashes  upon  him, 
the  factor  of  the  perception  of  the  animal  lending  validity  to  the  remembrance  ot  the 
name.  To  this  it  is  replied,  that  the  denotation  of  the  name  can  never  be  amenable  tc 
Sense-perception,  and  hence  the  idea  of  the  name  must  be  a  pure  case  of  Remem 
brance,  and  as  such,  it  could  nob  have  any  validity. 

16  Objection.    "  One  who  is  not  cognisant  with  toe  previous  assertion  of  the  f  orestei 
has  an  idea  of  the  gavaya  resembling  the  cow,  unmixed  with  any  notion   of  words 
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Therefore  you  must  mention  some  peculiar  transcendental  object,  endowed 
with  resemblance,  to  be  the  subject  (of  Analogy)* 

16.  And  further,  when  you  accept  the  fact  of  Sense-perception  hav- 
ing the  character  of  a  positive  function,   how  is   it  that  Resemblance 
cannot  be  cognised  by  means  of  that,  just  as  "  class,  &c.,"  are. 

17.  For  those  also  who  hold  the  theory  of  unspecified  abstract  percep- 
tion, this  cognition  of  resemblance  is  a  semblance  of  Sense-perception.    But 
they  attach   no  validity  to  it,  inasmuch  as  according  to  them,  there  exists 
no  such  thing  (as  Resemblance). 

18.  The  fact  of    "  Similarity  "   (or  "Resemblance)  being  a  positive 
entity,  however,  cannot  be   denied ;   inasmuch   as  it  consists  of  the  pre- 
sence, in  one  class  of  objects,  of  such  an  arrangement  (or  coglomeration)  of 
constituent  parts  as  is  common  to  another  class  of  objects. 

19.  The  similarity  of  constituent  parts,    between   the  lotus-leaf  and 
the  eye,  would  rest  upon  the  fact  of  the  presence,   in  one  object,  of  parts 
of  the  same  class  as  those  in  the  other. 

20.  Thus  then  Similarity  comes  to  be  of  different  kinds,  inasmuch  as 
it  can  rest  upon  one,  two  or  three  of  the  following  points — birth,  property, 
substance^  action,  power  and  specific  character. 

21.  These  properties  themselves   do  not  constitute  Similarity;   nor 
again  is  it  the  multiplicity  (or  repetition)  based  upon  these    (properties). 
It  is  only  the  "  class,"  or  "genus,"  &c.,  as  qualified  by  multiplicity  (or  re- 
petition), that  is  cognised  as  similar. 

and  such  an  idea  may  be  amenable  fco  Sense-perception.  In  the  case  of  one  who  knows 
of  the  previous  assertion,  the  factor  of  verbal  expression  cannot  be  so  amenable ;  and  it 
is  for  the  sake  of  this  that  we  have  recourse  to  Analogy."  The  sense  of  the  reply  as  given 
in  the  Karika  is*  that  we  have  just  shown  how  the  factor  of  Sense-perception  enters  into 
the  latter  case  also.  Therefore  in  order  to  establish  Analogy,  as  an  independent  means 
of  knowledge,  the  Naiyayika,  will  have  to  assert  the  existence  of  a  peculiar  object,  which 
ressembles  an  object  that  has  been  seen,  and  which  cannot  be  perceived  by  the  senses. 
But  such  an  object  does  not  exist  j  therefore  the  Nyaya  theory  falls  to  the  ground. 

10  The  Bauddha  holds  Sense-perception  to  belong  to  a  specific  abstract  entity 
("  Swadharrna")  alone,  devoid  of  all  concrete  specifications.  So  he  can  very  well 
deny  resemblance  to  be  an  object  of  Sense-perception.  The  Naiyayika  however  holds 
the  Class  to  be  amenable  to  Sense-perception  ;  so  he  cannot  very  well  deny  the  fact 
of  Resemblance  being  amenable  to  it. 

17  "  Semblance,  $*c." — because  it  is  qualified  and  concrete. 

19  That  is  to  say,  where  the  Similarity  lies,  not  in  the  fact  of  the  objects  themselves 
resembling  each  other  in  the  arrangement  of  their  constituent  parts,  but  in  that  of  the 
parts,  severally,  of  each  of  the  two  objects. 

*0  "  Of  btrfV*  *-9'»  Agni  and  Fire  both  have  their  origin  in  Prnjapati's  mouth. 
"  Property  " — as,  in  the  case  of  two  pictures.  "  Substance  " — as  in  the  case  of  two  men 
wearing  similar  jewels.  *'  Action  " — as  between  the  kite,  bird — and  the  9y§na  sacrifice* 
"  Power" — as  between  the  Lion  and  Devadatta.  "  Specific  character  "—as  between  the 
PancKavattanaragansa  sacrifice  and  the  second  Prayaja. 

**>  Similarity  ia  an  inherent  relation,  and  as   such,  it  rests  in  the  Class,  and  "ok  >n 
mere  Property.- 
29 
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22-23.  If  ifc  be  asked — "  how  then  do  you  explain  the  similarity  of 
twins  ?  " — (we  reply)  we  accept  it  because  we  actually  see  it  so ; — how 
strange,  that  you  should  ask  such  a  silly  question  !  For  Similarity  belongs 
sometimes  to  many,  and  sometimes  only,  to  a  few ;  and  this  peculiarity 
does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  fact  of  similarity  being  a  positive  entity, 

23-25.  These  classes  have  their  end,  in  the  end  (or  destruction)  of  their 
substrates.  Then  the  fact  is  that,  inasmuch  it  inheres  in  innumerable 
(many)  substrates,  the  destruction  of  *any  one  of  its  substrates  does  not 
lead  to  its  utter  annihilation.  But  this  fact  does  not  necessitate  the 
hypothesis  that  all  classes  are  eternal ;  nor  do  we  accept  the  utter  annihila- 
tion of  any  class,  inasmuch  as  every  class  has  got  its'  substrate  somewhere 
(even  when  many  of  its  substrates  have  disappeared), 

26.  And  Similarity  differs  from  the  (classes)  in  that  it  rests  upon  a 
cbglomeration  of  classes ;  whereas  the  classes  appear  also  severally  among 
objects  of  Sense -perception. 

27.  In  such  cases  too  as  where  we  recognise  the  similarity  of  parts, 
we  have  the  Similarity  resting  upon  the  fact  of  the  homogenity  between  the 
parts  of  each  of  these  parts. 

28.  Thus  then,  we  shall  have  a  Class  devoid  of  Similarity,  at  a  point 
(in  an  atom)  where  there  can  be  recognition  of  identity  with  anything 


29«  In  a  case  where  we  have  the  recognition  of  a  single  class  as 
belonging  to  the  principal  objects  themselves  (and  not  to  the  parts),  there 
we  have  a  notion  (of  identity)  such  as  "  this  is  that  very  thing ";  and 
where  there  is  difference,  there  we  have  the  notion  of  Similarity  only. 

30.  "  What  would  be  the  classt   in  a  case  where  we  recognise  simi 
larity  in  pictures  "  ?    There  too  we  have  the  resemblance  of   the  .varioui 
earthly  colours,  &c. 

31.  From  among  colour,  taste  and  odour,  we  have  the  resemblance  o 
one  or  other,  in  different  places.    It  is  not  necessary  thatthe  notion  c 
Similarity  should  rest  upon,  absolute  resemblance  in  all  the  parts. 


22.85  "  if  similarity  lies  in  the  Class,  how  can  you  explain  tlie  similarity 
twins  "  ?  The  reply  is  given  jocularly.  "  This  peculiarity  "—of  belonging,  at  times 
many,  and  at  times  to  a  few  only. 

&SJ6  "  Substrates  " — i.e.,  the  individuals  constituting  the  Class. 

*9  That  which  gives  rise  to  a  notion  of  similarity  constitutes  sadryya.  In  a  c? 
where  we  recognise  a  cfasa— "  cow"  f.L— pervading  over  principal  wholes,  we  ha 
the  notion  of  identity.  It  is  only  when  the  principal  classes  "  cow  "  and  **  gavay 
differ  from  one  another,  that  we  have  a  notion  of  Similarity. 

&°  Because  in  the  picture,  we  have  not  got  the  members  of  the  human  bod 
"  colours,  $Tc" — we  have,  in  the  picture,  a  resemblance  of  posture,  colour,  &o. 

8i  This  anticipates  the  objection  that,  in  the  picture,  there  is  no  odour  or  any  ofcl 
such  property.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  Similarity  can  rest  even  upon  the  rest 
blance  of  a  single  property  ;  and  iu  the  picture  we  have  many  resemblances;  sudfl 
those  of  colour  and  the  like. 
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32.  In  the  earth,  Ac.,  all  these   ^colour,  odour,  &e.)t  naturally  exist 
(always)  ;  but  one  or  other  of  these  is  perceived  according  as  they  become 
manifested  in  the  various  manifestations  of  it. 

33.  Nothing,  that   is    a  non-entity   even  in  potency,  can     ever  be 
brought    into   existence.     Properties   are    nob   different  afrom  their  sub- 
strates ;  nor  are  they  identical  with   them  j  they  occupy  a  middle   posi- 
tion. 

34..  Thus  then,  Similarity  having  been'proved  to  be  a  positive  entity, 
whenever  it  happens  to  be  in  contact  with  the  Sense  of  sight, — be  it  per- 
ceived in  one  or  both  of  the  members  (between  whom  Similarity  is  cog- 
nised)—, the  fact  of  its  being  an  object  of  SAise-perception  is  not  dis- 
puted. 

35.  Like  a  Class,  Similarity  too   exists    wholly  in  each  of  the  two 
members  ;  therefore  even   when   the   corresponding  member  is   not   seen 
at  the  time,  a  notion  of  Similarity  is  possible. 

36.  Hence  though  (in  accordance  with  the  Naiyayika  explanation)  in 
the  case  in  question,  the  recognition  of  Similarity  follows  upon  the  remem- 
berance  o£    the  cow, — yet  since  Sense-contact  at    the  time  lies  in   the 
*  gavaya'  (seen  at  the  time),  therefore  the    Similarity  must  be   an  object 
of  Sense-perception. 

37.  For  this   reason,  it  is    the    member   remembered,  recognised  as 
qualified  by  similarity,  that  forms  the  object  of  Analogy  ;  or  it  may  be  the 
Similarity  as  qualified  by  that  member. 

38.  Though  Similarity  is  recognised  by  Sense-perception,  and   the 
'  cow '  is  remembered,  yet  the  *  cow  as  qualified  &y  similarity,'  not  being  re- 
cognised by  any  other  means,  Analogy  comes  to  be  recognised  as  a  dis- 
tinct means  of  right  knowledge. 

39.  2£f.<7.,  the  place   (mountain)  is   seen  by  the  eye,  and  the  c  fire  * 
is  remembered  (as  being  concomitant  with  smoke) ;  and  yet  since  the  object 
to  be  cognised  is  a  qualified  one   (the   mountain  as  containing  the   fire), 
therefore  the  character  of  a  distinct  means  of  right  knowledge  is  not  denied 

'  to  Inference. 

40.  In  a  case  where  a  notion  of  similarity  is  brought  about  by  means 
of  objects  that  are  not  really  similar,  we   have  only  a  (false)  semblance 
of  similarity. 

8*  As  a  matter  of  fact,  odonr,  &o.,  also  exist  in  the  picture,  but  are  not  manifested. 

83  That  is,  chat  which  does  not  exist  in  the  cause,  can  never  be  brought  about. 
c.f .  Stnkhya  Karikt  9  "  Proper  ties  ."—This  is  in  reply  to  the  question,—"  Is  similarity 
different  from,  or  identical  with,  its  substrates  "  ? 

fc*  Whether  the  <;otc  and  the  gavaya  be  both  seen  at  the  same  time,  or  only  one  of 
them  be  seen  at  the  time  of  the  cogniti&n  of  similarity. 

88  The  Kyaya  theory  having  been  set  aside,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  defini-, 
tion  given  in  the  Bhashya  is  the  only  true  one.  It  is  not  the  similarity  of  tbe  gavaya 
that  is  the  object  of  Analogy,  which  pertains  to  the  cow>  as  remembered  at  the  time, 
and  recognised  as  similar  to  the  gavaya  that  is  directly  perceived  by  the  eye. 
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41-42.  This  is  said  to  be  a  false  semblance  of  similarity,  because 
it  is  subsequently  set  aside  by  an  idea  to  the  contrary,  e.g.,  the  similarity  of 
an  elephant  in  a  stack  of  hay  ;  in  which  case  when  one  is  sufficiently  near 
the  stack,  he  realises  that  there  is  no  real  similarity  between  the  stack  and 
the  elephant.  That  notion  of  similarity,  which  ia  not  set  aside  even  on 
close  proximity  to  the  object,  is  a  case  of  real  Similarity* 

43-44.  This  (Analogy)  is  not  Inference  j  because  in  it  we  have  no 
assertion  of  any  relation  of  the  Middle  Term  (i.e.,  we  have  no  premises)  : 
Prior  to  there  cognition  of  Similarity  (by  means  of  Analogy),  the  similarity 
is  not  known  as  a  property  (and  as  such  cannot  be  asserted  to  qualify  any 
terms)  ;  since  that  which  >*.  3  perceived  iu  the  *  gavaya'  cannot  bring  about 
an  Inference  (of  its  existence)  in  the  cow. 

44-45,  That  (similarity)  which  resides  in  the  cow,  cannot  be  the 
Middle  Term  5  because  it  (the  similarity  of  the  cow)  -forms  part  of  what 
is  to  be  proved.  The  *  gavaya  '  too  (as  qualified  by  similarity)  cannot  be 
the  Middle  Term,  because  it  is  not  in  any  way  related  (to  the  Minor  Term 
the  *cow/  —  and  so  there  can  be  no  minor  premiss)-  Even  tbe  similarity 
(of  the  gavaya  iu  the  cow)  bas  not  been  perceived  by  all  men,  as  bein$ 
invariably  concomitant  with  it  (the  cow), 

46.  In  a  case   wherever  only  one  object  (cow)  has  been  seen  (by  th 
person),   whenever  the  other  (the  *  gavaya  ')   happens  to  be  seen  in  th 
forest,  the  cognition  of  this  latter  is  produced  simultaneously  with  that  o 
similarity  (between  that  object  and  the  one  seen  before). 

47.  If  the  *  cow  '  be  asserted  to  have  the  character  of  the  Middle  Tern 
because  of  the  concomitance  of  the  class  *  horn,  &c.,'  (in  the  *  gavaya  '  whic 
is  seen)  ;  —  even  that  we  deny  ;   because   the  action    of  recognition  of  tli 
class  4  horn,    <fcc.,*   ends  with  the  mere  recognition  of  the  *  gavaya  '   (t 
similar  to  the  cow). 

48.  Even  if  there  were  any  idea    (of  the  cow)  produced  by  the! 


It  is  the  similarity,  in  the  cow,   of  the  gavaya,    that  is  the  true  object 
Analogy  j  whereas  that  which  is  perceived  by  the  eye  ia  the  similarity  as  located 
the  gavaya  ;  and  the  latter  could  not  give  rise  to  any  Inference  that  would  bring  abo 
any  idea  of  the  similarity  in  the  cow  . 

'48.4«  "  jEfoen  timtfarfty,  $*c."  —  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  there  IB  a  re] 
tion  between  the  cow  and  the  gamya,  namely,  that  of  similarity,  and  the  assertion 
this  relation  would  constitute  the  Minor  Premiss  of  the  inferential  c«,rgument  T 
tense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  cow  has  not  been  recognised  by  all  men  to  be  invarial 
concomitant  with  the^acaya.  Hence  though  there  is  a  relation,  there  can  be_no  at 
concomitance  as  is  necessary  for  an  Inference. 

*T  Analogy  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  form  of  Inference,  because  it  is  found 
function  eren  in  a  case  where  none  of  the  two  members  have  been  perceived  by  the  € 
Even  one,  who  has  never  seen  the  gavaya  before,  when  he  sees  it  for  the  first  time, 
at  ouce  yeoognisea  its  similarity  with  the  cow,  even  though  this  latter  is  not  before  3 
at  that  time. 

*9  "Mere  recognition,  £•<:."—  -The  presence  of  horn*  leads  to  the  recognition 
the  f^cfc  of  the  gavaya  being  similar  to  the  cow  ;  and  there  it  ends.  So  it  can  har« 
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(tarns,  Ac. ),  it  would  be  devoid  of  any  notion  of  similarity ;  because  the 
'  cow '  is  similar,  not  to  horns,  <fcc.,  but  to  th«  gavaya. 

49.  Having  got    at    the  notion  of  similarity  (of  the  cow  in  the 
gavaya),  following  upon  the  recognition   of  horns,  &c , — the  idea  of  the 
'  cow  *   (as  being  similar   to  the  gavaya )   is  brought  abont  by  that  of  the 
gavaya. 

50.  If  the  fact  of  the  similarity  of  the    parts  (horns  of  the  cow  with 
those  of  the  gavaya)  be  brought  forward, — then  (we   say  tbat)   we  would 
have  an  Analogy  of  these   parts)  ,*  and  certainly  the   existence  of  the  cow 
is  not  inferred  in  all  cases  where  horn,  &e.,  are  seen  to  exist. 

51.  For,  one    who  would  infer  thus,   would   only    be   landing  upon 
mistaken  notions  ;  and  the  idea  of  the   cow  as   existing  in   the  village  is 
nothing  more  than  rememberance. 

52.  Analogy  being  fchus  proved  to  be  distinct  from.  Inference, — there 
being  no  concomitance    (of  the   factors  of   procedure,  fire,  $*<?.),  with  the 
passages  enjoining   the  "  Saurya,"  <&c., — *how  could  mere    similarity  bring 
about  the  association  of  fire,  $-a,  (with  the  **  Saurya  ")  ? — In  this  lies  the 
use  of  Analogy* 

53.  In  the  case  of  the  corn  "  Vrihi,"   kept  for  the   sacrifice,   being 
spoilt  (or  stolen),  we  have  the  use  of  the  "  Nlvara,"  <fcc.,  which  latter  are 
the  recognised  substitutes   of  Yrlhi,    simply  because  they  are  similar  to  it. 
This  too  forms  an  instance  where  Analogy  has  its  nse. 

53-5$.     In  a  case  where  a  substitute  is  denoted  by  the  subsidiaries, 
if  by  means  of  others    (not  subsidiaries)    we   get   at   something  which  is 

influence  in  the  recognition  of  the  similarity  of  the  gavaya^  in  the  cow,   which  is  the 
real  object  of  Analogy. 

*&  The  horns  might  recall  the  cow,  but  they  cannot  in  any  way  bring  about  the 
idea  that  the  cow  ia  similar  to  the  gavaya,  which,  is  only  possible  when  the  similarity  of 
the  cow  has  been  perceived  in  the  gavaya, 

&°  (1)  First  of  all,  we  have  the  perception  of  the  horn  ;  then  (2)  follows  the  recog- 
nition of  the  similarity  of  the  cow,  in  the  gavaya  ;  and  then  (3)  lastly,  appears  the  notion 
of  the  similarity  of  gavaya  (seen  now)  in  the  cow,  that  had  been  seen  before.  Thus 
then,  there  being  an  interval  between  (1)  and  (3),  the  former  cannot  be  said  to  be  the 
direct  cause  of  the  latter.  "  Oases  " — of  the  perception  of  the  gavaya,  for  instance. 

51  That  would  give  rise  to  a  notion  of  the  similarity  of  the  horns,  <fcc.,  and  not  to 
that  of  the  cow. 

fi&  If  the  horn  alone  is  perceived,  and  the  similarity  of  the  garaya  to  the  cow  is 
not  recognised,  then  alone  could  the  former  be  the  Middle  Term  for  the  Minor  Premiss 
of  your  Inference.  But  in  that  case,  there  being  no  recognition  of  the  similarity  of  the 
ffavaya  to  the  cow,  we  could  have  no  notion  of  the  similarity  of  the  gavaya,  in  the 
cow.  All  that  we  could  have  would  be  a  notion  of  the  cow  as  we  knew  it  in  the  village  ; 
and  this  would  be  a  case  of  rememberance  only.  Thus  then,  the  notion  of  the  similarity 
of  the  gavaya,  in  the  cow  remains  untouched  by  your  Inference.  And  as  it  is  this  simi- 
larity that  we  hold  to  be  the  object  of  Analogy,  this  cannot  but  be  accepted  as  a  dis- 
tinct means  of  right  cognition. 

6$  No  such  concomitance  being  recognised,  we  could  have  no  Inference,  No  other 
means  of  cognition  is  applicable  in  the  case.  Between  the  "  Agneya  "  and  the 
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more  like  the  original  (than  tlie  one  deuoted  by  the  subsidiaries), — the 
the  former,  which  has  only  a  slight  similarity  becomes  false,  cm  tl 
ground  of  its  greater  dissimilarity.  And  further,  we  have  a  quicker  reco 
nition  of  the  second  (i.e.,  that  which  has  greater  similarity),  even  in  tl 
absence  of  any  idea  of  the  former  (t.e.,  that  which  has  only  n  slig 
similarity) ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  also  that  it  is  set  aside  (in  favour 
the  one  which  has  greater  similarity), 

Thtts  ends  the  Chapter  on  Analogy. 

(Section  8.) 
ON  APPARENT  INCONSISTENCY. 

1.  A  case, — where,  in  order  to  avoid  the  contradiction  (or  irrelevanc 
of  any  object  ascertained  by  means  of  any  of  the  six  means  of  rig-lit  nofcii 
an  unseen  object  (or  fact)  is  assumed, — is  known  to  be  one  of  "  AxHdiapati 
(Apparent  Inconsistency). 

2.  "  Unseen"  means  <  not  cognised  by*  any    of  the  five   meatis  of  ri| 
notion '  j  because  that  produced  by  "  Verbal  Authority  "  has  beeri   deck: 

;o  be  apart  from  the  "  seen"  (perceived)  ;  inasmuch  aa  this  latter  (Ver 
Authority)  comprehends  also  the  means  of  cognition  (pabda)  [\vlxereas 
other  five  comprehend  only  the  object  of  cognition],  and  in    tbis    lies 
difference  from  the  other  five, 

3.  (I)  The  assumption,  of  the  burning  power  of  fire,  basea  tipo^ 
facts  of  its  burning  a  certain  object  ascertained  by  means  of  Sense-percep 
(constitutes  an  example  of  the  first  kind  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency 
and  (2)  the  assumption  of  the  mobility  of  the  sun,  based  upon  the  fac 
his  movement  from  place  to  place,  which  is   ascertained   by    means 
Inference  (is  an  instance  of  the  second  kind  of  Apparent  Inconsist* 
based  upon  Inference). 

4.  (3)  Apparent  Inconsistency  based  upon  "  Yerbal  Authority  " 
be  explained  hereafter.     (4)  The  assumption    of  the  fact  of    ttie  com 
hensibility  of  the  *  cow1  (as  similar  to  the  gavaya), .  based. upoxx     the 
of  the  'cow1  having  been  perceived  by  *  Analogy  '  to    be  similar  tc 
gavaya  (is  an  instance  of  Apparent  Inconsistency  based  upon  Analogy] 

5  The  assumption  (5)  of  the  eternality  of  words  is  based,  upon 
fact  of  the  expressive  power  of  words,  which  is  ascertained  by  mein 
*<  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  (resorted  to)  for  the  purpo  se  of  the  defin 
of  the  denotation  of  words. 

"  Saury  a  *'  there  is  the  similarity  of  having  a  common  Deity.  Therefor©  the  pi 
ties  and  appurtenances  of  the"Ag«eya"  can  be  said  to  apply  -  theaxselvoa  t. 
"  Saui*ya  "  only  throngh  Analogy. 

t  «  Five  *'— leaving  out  Verbal  Authority. 

&  This  fe  Arfhipatti  based  upon  another    Aatlwpatti  >  ifc  is  explained     In  the  f. 
ing  Karika. 
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6-7.  That  is  to  say,  inasmuch  as  the  denotation  of  a  word  cannot 
be  otherwise  defined,  we  assume  (by  Apparent  Inconsistency)  a  expres- 
sive power  (in  words)  ;  and  as  the  latter  is  not  otherwise  possible,  there- 
fore we  arrive,  by  means  of  another  "  Apparent  Inconsistency,  at  the 
notion  of  the  .etemality  of  words.  All  this  will  be  explained  under 
the  aphorism  "  Darcanasya  pararthatwat  *'  [  I  — i — 18]. 

8-9.  The  absence  of  Caitra  from  the  house  having  been  cognised  by 
means  of  "  Negation/*  we  arrive  at  the  notion  of  his  presence  outside  the 
house ;  and  this  latter  has  been  cited  (by  the  Bhashya)  as  an  instance  of 
another  (sixth)  kind  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  based  upon"  Negation/* 
The  instances  of  other  forms  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  have  been  de- 
tailed under  the  treatment  of  the  discrepancies  of  the  Minor  Term  (chap,  on 
Inference,  K.  66  et  seq~). 

JO.  From  the  perception  (by  means  of  *  negation*)  of  the  absence  of 
Caifcra  (in  the  house)  we  gefc  at  the  notion  of  his  presence  outside  the 
house, — and  this  is  different  from  the  process  of  Inf e  rence,  inasmuch  as 
in  this  case  we  have  none  of  the  appurtenances  of  Inference, — such  as  the 
assertion  of  the  premises,  &c,,  <fcc. 

11.  Because,  whether  the  object  to  be  cognised  be  (1)  the  object 
(Caitra)  as  qualified  by  existence  outside,  or  (2)  an  outside  as  qualified  by 
the  existence  of  Caitra, — any  way,  how  can  *  non-existence  in  the  house  ' 
(which  is  brought  forward  as  the  Middle  Term)  be  a  property  of  the 
Minor  Term  ? 

12-13.  "  The  house,  as  qualified  by  Caitra's  absence  "  cannot  be  the 
property  of  any  (of  the  two  alternatives  pointed  out  in  the  last  Karika)  ; 
because  at  the  time  the  object  (Caitra  or  outside)  is  not  recognised  as  quali- 
fied by  absence  in  the  house  ;  for  it  is  only  the  *  house  '  that  is  recognised, 
and  not  Caitra. 

13-15.  Nor  can  non-visibility  (of  Caitra  in  the  house)  be  a  Middle 
Term,  as  will  be  explained  in  the  chapter  on  "  Negation.1'  Therefore 
"  Because  he  is  not  found  in  the  house"  cannot  be  accepted  as  the  Inferen- 
tial Reason.  The  non-visibility  having  led  to  the  ascertainment  of  the 
negation  of  the  object  of  cognition  (Caitra).  there  follows  the  notion, 

&-1  No  Denotation  is  possible  without  expressiveness ;  a,nd  this  latter  could  not  be 
possible,  If  tbe  words  were  not  eternal. 

H-  "  Object  to  oe  cognised  " — which  will  fee  the  Minor  Term  of  your  syllogism. 
Those  who  assert  Apparent  Inconsistency  to  be  a  form,  of  Inference,  put  forth  the 
following  syllogism  :  "  The  living  Caitra  exists  outside  the  house,— because  he  is 
living  and  is  not  found  within  the  house, — like  myself  *'  :  where  *'  living  Caitra"  is  the 
Minor  Term*,  **  exists  outside "  the  Major  Term,  and  "  non-existence  in  the  house/' 
the  Middle  Term. 

W-W  "  At  the  time" — te.,  when  we  goto  his  house  and  find  that  Caitra  is  not 
there. 

18.16  Because  **  non-visibility  "  is  one  step  further  removed,  being  intervened  by  the 
notion  of  the  absence  of  Chaitra  from  his  house. 
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of  his  existence  outside  the  'house  ;  and  hence  this  notion  cannot  be  said 
to  be  'caused  by  *  non- visibility/*  And  (even  if)  the  character  of  the  Middle 
Term  belong  to  the  absence  of  Caitra,  this  resides  in  the  hottse  (and  not  in 
the  Minor  Term,  Caitra;  and  as  such  no  premiss  would  be  possible). 

16.  Nor  can  such  an  object,  (Minor  Term)  as  has  not  been  perceived 
before,  can  ever  be  the  object  of    cognition,   (by  Inference) ;  and  in  the 
present  case,  neither  *  outside?  nor  *  Caitra  '  has  been  perceived  before  (as 
concomitant  with  the  Middle  Term;  hence  no  premiss  is  possible). 

17.  Obj.    "  In  a  case,  where  from  rise   in  the  river-surface  you  infer 
that  there  has  been  rain  in  the  higher  regions,   how  do  you  recognise  the 
relation  of  the  Middle   Term   (rise  in  the  river)  with  the  unseen  higher 
regions  (Minor  Term)  ?  " 

18.  In  this  case  we  cognise  the  fact  of   the  falling  of  rain  over  the 
higher  regions  with  reference  to  the  region  where  the  river  has    risen.     Or 
this  too  may  be  explained  as  -only  an  instance  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency." 

19.  In  the  former  case  in   question  the  "  absence  in  the  house  of  one 
who  is  living  '*  is  made  the  Middle  Term ;  but  the  cognition  of  this  is  not 
possible  until  *'  his  existence  outside  "  has  been  ascertained. 

20.  (In  the  case  of  the  Inference  of  fire)  the  existence  of  smoke  is  cog- 
nised independently  of  the  existence  of  fire  ;  because  at  the  time  of  the  per- 
ception of  the  existence  of  smoke,  there  is  nothing  that  depends  upon  fire 
(for  its  existence). 

21.  "  Absence  in  ihe  house"  pure  .and   simple, — apart  from  devoid  of 
any  idea  of  the   person  being  a/ttv, — is  also  found  to  apply  to  dead  per- 
sons ;  and  as  such  it  cannot  be  the  means  of  getting  at  the  notion  of  his 
existence  outside. 

22.  Whenever  the  notion  of  his  absence  in  the  house  is  accompanied  by 
tJie  notion  of  his  being  alive,  Caitra,  being  precluded  from  the  house,  is  con- 
ceived to  exist  outside   (without  having  any  recourse   to  process  of  In- 
ference). 

23.  The  notion  of  a  general  "  absence  in  the   house,1*  by  itself  (with- 
out any  reference  to  any  particular  individual),   cannot  bring  about  any 
nofion  of  Gaitra's  existence  outside. 

n  This  case  is  admitted,  by  the  Mimansaka  also,  to  he  one  of  Inference.  Hence 
the  objector  brings  it  forward  as  equally  open  to  the  arguments  urged  by  the  Kanka 
against  the  theory  of  Apparent  Inconsistency  being  only  a  special  case  of  Inferential 
reasoning. 

18  The  syllogism  being — "  The  region  where  the  river  has  risen  (Minor  Term)  is 
such  as  had  rainfall  over  its  higher  regions  (Major  Term),  because  of  the  rise  in  the 
river  (Middle  Term)."  Finding  this  explanation  not  suitable  he  relegates  this 
instance  to  Apparent  Inconsistency* 

W  "  Absence  in  the  house,  of  one  who  is  living  "  cannot  be  accepted  as  true,  so 
long  as  we  have  not  become  cognisant  of  his  existence  outside  ;  till  then,  the  former 
proposition  has  all  the  appearance  of  absurdity.  Therefore  the  Middle  Term  becomes 
dependent  npuu  the  conclusion,  which  vitiates  the  validity  of  the  Inference. 
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24  It  is  only  when  the  fact  of  Ms  being  alive  has  been  established, 
taat  the  notion  of  his  absence  in  the  house  can  point  to  his  existence  being 
outside,  having  precluded  it  from  within  the  house. 

25.  Thus  then  we  find  that  absence  in  the  house^  independently  of  any 
idea  of  his  being  alive,  is  (also  common  to  dead  persons,  and  as  such)  con- 
trary (to  the  conclusion)  ;   and  it  is  only  the  character   of  being   not  con- 
tradicted that  is  held  to  belong  to  the  conclusion  of  your  Inference. 

26.  Therefore  the  house  being  cognised  by   "  Sense-perception/'  and 
the  absence  in  the  house  by  means  of  *'  legation," — the  idea  of  his-  existence 
(being  alive)    [which  is  all  that  is  left  of  the  Middle  Term,  after  the  first 
two   factors,  have  been  cognised  by  means  of   "  Sense-perception"   and 
"  Negation"]  is  the  same  that  is  recognised  as  being  outside. 

27-28.  It  is  only  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  Minor  Premiss,  that 
existence  outside  "  has  been  introduced  ;  in  as  much  as  it  is  only  as 
qualified  by  this  that  the  person  can  be  the  object  of  Inference,  by  meaus 
of  the  concomitance  of  the  Middle  Term  and  the  Minor  Term,  <fee.  Thus 
.then,  if  the  cognition  of  the  Minor  Premiss,  <fcc.,  be  produced  by  the  cog- 
nition of  "  outside  existence,"  and  that  of  "outside  existence,"  by -the 
Minor  (and  Major)'premisses, — then  we  have  an  unavoidable  mutual  inter- 
dependence. 

29.  In  the  ease  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency"  on  the  other  hand,  this 
fact  of  being  contained  in  the  object  to  be  proved  does  not  constitute  a 
fallacy,  because  it  is  actually  meant  to  be  recognised  as  such. 

2*  In  tliat  case,  your  conclusion  becomes  only  an  implication  of  the  premisses,  and 
not  an  independent  proposition. 

8&  In  your  inferential  argument,  if  mere  absen.ce  in  tHe  house  be  made  the  Middle 
Term,  then  it  applies  to  dead  persons  also,  and  as  such,  contradicts  your  own  conclusion. 
Ifc  ia  only  when  the  idea  of  absence  in  the  house  is  qualified  by  that  of  the  person  being 
alive,  that  you  can  have  the  conclusion  of  his  being  outside.  This  has  been  shown  in, 
K.  22,  to  be  only  an  implication  of  the  premisses,  and  not  an  independent  proposition. 
Thus  then  you  must  admit  that  in  fact  your  conclusion  is  nothing  but  the  premisses 
themselves  stated  differently, 

*6  The  conclusion — existence  outside — becomes  only  a  part  of  the  Mino*  Premiss. 
The  Middle  Term  consists  of  three  factors  :  (1)  non-existence  (perceived  by  means  of 
Negation)  (2)  in  the  House  (seen  by  the  eye)  (3)  of  one  who  is  alive.  The  first  two 
are  cognised  by  other  means  of  cognition,  and  the  third  Implies  his  existence  outside, 
and  as  such  the  conclusion  is  no  advance  upon  the  Premisses. 

27.28  «  Thus  then,  $*c" — The  fact  of  his  being  alive  cannot  be  recognised,  until  his 
existence  elsewhere  (other  than  the  House,  from  where  he  is  found  to  be  absent)  has 
been  ascertained;  and  as  this  is  a  necessary  factor  in  the  Middle  Term  (and  hence  in 
the  Minor  Premiss),  therefore  it  seems  that  the  premiss  itself  depends  upon  (the  recog- 
nition of)  outside  existence  •  and  as  this  is  what  is  sought  to  be  proved  by  means  of  the 
premisses,  there  is  an  absurd  mutual  inter-dependence. 

%*  In  the  case  of  Appare.nt  Inconsistency,  the  inclusion  of  the  object  to  be  cognised 

in  tho  notion  of  ''  absence  from  the  house,"  accompanied  by  that  of  his  being  alive,  does 

not  affect  its  validity  adversely  j  because  it   is  a  peculiarity   of  this   particular  means 

of   cognition  that  it  Icada,  to  the  assumption  of  something  else,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
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30-31.  Invariable  concomitance  too,  in  the  case,  could  be  recognised 
only  when  Ids  existence  outside  has  been  ascertained.  And  inasmuch  as  it 
has  not  been  recognised  before,  it  cannot  be  the  means  of  the  cognition  (of 
outside  existence),  even  though  it  exist  (subsequently);  because*'  ab- 
sence in  the  house  "  and  "  existence  outside  "  have  never  been  perceived 
to  be  invariably  concomitant. 

31-32.  In  the  matter  of  such  concomitance,  there  is  no  other  means 
of  knowledge,  save  "  Apparent  Inconsistency,"  by  means  of  which  fche 
notion  of  one  (absence  in  the  house  of  one  who  is  alive)  brings  about  that 
of  another  (existence  outside).  If  there  be  no  such  assumption  (of  the 
one  by  means  of  another,),  then  we  cannot  get  at  their  concomitance. 

33.  Therefore  at  the  time  of  the  cognition  of  this  relation,  one  of 
the  two  members  related  must  be  held  to  be  recognised  by  means  of 
*'  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  ;  and  after  this  the  Inference  might  follow. 

#4-85.  If  one,  sitting  at  the  door  of  the  house,  vrere  to  assume  Caitra's 
existence  outside,  —  (thinking  that)  *  when  he  exists  in  one  place  (i.e.,  the 
garden  where  he  is  seen)  he  does  not  exist  in  another  place,  \  the  house)'  ;  — 
even  then,  the  fact  of  his  non-existence  everywhere  cannot  be  recognised  (by 
means  of  Inference)  ;  because  there  could  be  no  invariable  concomitance 
between  the  Middle  Term  and  *  non-existence  in  one  definite  place*' 

36.     (Obj  ).    "  Well,  non-existence  in  a  place  before  us  is   cognised  by 


irrelevancy  of  two  well  -recognised  facts,  —  in  the  present  cas*>,  absence  from  the 
house,  and  leing  alive,  the  inconsistency  whereof  could  be  avoided  only  by  the  assum- 
ing of  the  fact  of  his  being  outside.  * 

80  The  existence  of  the  Minor  Premiss  has  been  refuted  in  the  above  Karikas. 
Now  begins  the  refutation  of  Invariable  concomitance  (embodied  in  the  Major  Premiss), 
aa  applied  to  cases  of  Apparent  Inconsistency. 

HJNI    *  Their"  —  i.e.,  of    "existence  outside,"  and  '*  absence  from  the  house.'* 

88  "  Inference,  $*c"  —  bnt  by  that  time  Apparent  Inconsistency  will  hare  done  its 
special  work,  and  thns  justified  its  distinct  existence. 

84.36  Some  people  might  urge  that  one  who  is  sitting  at  the  door  ia  cognisant  of 
the  concomitance  of  Caitra's  absence  from  the  house  with  his  existence  outside  somewhere 
in  the  garden  (where  he  is  seen  by  the  man  at  the  door)  j  and  hence  this  man  seeing 
him  thns  could  conclude  that  inasmuch,  as  he  is  in  one  place  (in  the  garden)  he  cannot  be 
elsewhere  fin  the  house)  ;  and  thus  he  could  recognise  the  concomitance  of  absence 
from  the  honse  with  existence  oubside.  In  reply  to  this,  it  is  urged  that  though  this 
may  be  possible,  yet  the  fact  of  one  who  exists  in  one  place  not  existing  elsewhere, 
cannot  form  the  subject  of  Inference  ;  because  even  the  man  at  the  gate  cannot  be 
cognisant  of  any  concomitance  with  regard  to  sach  universal  absence.  The  Objector 
urges  :  "  We  recognise  the  fact  that  one  who  is  present  in  one  place  ia  not  present  ia 
another  place  (both  places  being  before  our  eyes)  :  and  upon  this  fact  we  can  base  the 
Inference  of  his  absence  from,  erery  othor  pitted  In  the  world  except-  the  one  iu  which 
he  i«  seen."  The  reply  to  this  «!so  is  the  same  as  before.  The  concomitance  that  is 
cognised  is  with  reference  to  the  absence  from  one  definite  place  ;  and  this  cannot  form 
the  hnaia  of  any  Inference  with  regard  to  absence  from  a.ii  other  places, 

&*  In  Inference,  you  urge  the  mapplicatioa  of  iny,  triable  concomitance,  &c.,  bat 
Negation  does  not  BUiud  'in  t>t  ^i  c/i'  aiuij  H^C^  -rkv  -^c^  •  :  ,;••<  w.s  we  recognise 
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means  of  Negation ;  and,  in  the  same  manner,  this  means  of  knowledge 
(Negation)  requiring  no  special  effort  (on  the  part  of  the  cogniser), 
we  would  get  at  the  notion  of  absence,  from  everywhere  else,  of  one  who 
if  found  to  exist  in  one  place/* 

37.  But  $"e£ation  too  cannot  lead  ns   to  any   correct  idea  of  "  non» 
existence  everywhere  else  "  ;  because  such  negation  would  also  apply  to  the 
case  of  objects  that  are  positive  entities,  bnt  are  at  a  distance, — so  long  as 
we  have  not  gone  to  that  particular  place. 

38.  It  is  only  when  we  have   visited  different  places,  and  found  cer- 
tain objects  not  existing  there,  that,   in  the  absence   of  any  other  means  of 
knowledge  (of  the  objects),  we  conclude  that  they  do  not   exist  (in  those 
places). 

39  "  (If  such  be  the  fact)  then  we  could  have  no  concomitance 
between  the  absence  of  fire,  and  the  absence  of  smoke^  because  we  have  not 
visited  every  place  (where  there  is  negation  of  fire)/' 

40.  He,  for  whom  the  object  of   Inference  is   "  absence  in  another  sub- 
strate "  (i.e.,  of  the  Middle  Terra  in  a  substrate  where  the   absence  of  the 
Major  Term  is  ascertained,  i.e.,    the  "  Vipaksha"),    will   be  liable   to  the 
above   objection."   A  a  for  ourselves,  the  mere  fact  of  our  not   seeing  (the 
smoke,  in  two  or  three  cases  of  the  absence  of  fire)  is  enough  to  bring  about 
an  idea  of  the  absence  of  its  concomitant  (fire). 

41.  "  Well,   in  the  same  manner,   in  the   case  in  question  also,  the 
relation  (of  concomitance)  between  the  absence  of  Caitra  (in  the   house), 
and  his  existence  (outside), — being  recognised  by  means  of  Negation, — 
becomes  quite  possible." 

the  non-existejice  of  something  in  a  place  near  us,  so  could  we  also  do  with  regard  to 
its  absence  from  all  other  places.  And  the  concomitance  of  absence  from  the  house 
with  existence  outside  being  thus  arrived  at  by  the  man  at  the  door,  the  course  of  In- 
ference would  be  clear  ;  and  there  would  be  no  need  of  any  distinct  meana  of  knowledge 
in  the  shape  of  Apparent  Inconsistency*- 

*1  Mere  Negation  we  have  also  got  with  regard  to  such  real  existing  objects  as  are 
at  a  distance— dae  to  the  mere  fact  of  onr  not  having  gone  to  that  place.  80  mere 
Negation  cannot  be  held  to  be  a  sufficient  proof  of  non-existence, 

58  The  Objector  nrges  :  "  You  have  a  Negative  premiss  in  the  case  of  your  stock 
example  of  Inference  *  where  fire  is  not,  smoke  is  not/  Now,  this  would  become 
impossible ;  because  so  long  as  you  have  not  viaited  every  place  where  fire  is  not,  you 
cannot  assert  any  concomitance  between  the  absence  of  fire  and  the  absence  of  smoke." 

40  We  do  not  stand  iu  need  of  any  idea  of  the  absence  of  smoke,  in  all  cases  of 
the  absence  of  fire, — only  two  or  three  instances  are  sufficient  for  our  purpose,  jasfc 
as  we  do  uot  stand  in  need  of  ascertaining  the  existence  of  fire  ia  every  ca&e  of  the 
existence  of  smoke. 

*l  When  affirmative  concomitance  has  been  ascertained  (between  the  Fire  and  the 
Smoke),  if  only  &  few  instances  of  tbe  concomitance  of  their  contraries  be  necessary 
as  you  urge,  for  a  successful  issue  of  the  Inference, — then  the  existence  of  Caitra  in 
oue  pUce  (the  gardeu)  being  found  to  be  concomitant  with  his  absence  from  another 
place  (ilia  house), — aud  thus  even  iu  one  place*  the  concomitance  of  ab deuce  from  the 
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42-43.  But  tlie  fact  Is  that  in  the  case  of  Fire  and  Smoke,  the  exten- 
sion of  these  being  limited,  their  concomitance  is  well-known,  and  even  in 
the  absence  of  any  idea  of  concomitance  hetween  their  negations,  the  exis- 
tence of  smoke  is  enough  for  the  recognition  of  the  existence  of  fire.  In 
the  case  in  question  on  the  other  hand,  one  of  the  concomitants  (absence 
everywhere  else)  having  an  endless  extension,  even  an  idea  of  concomitance 
is  not  possible. 

44.  "  But  the  recognition  of  another  place  withottt  Caitra,  is  in  tM» 
wise  :     '  Another  place  ia  such  as  Chaitra  is  absent  from  there, — becanse 
that  place  is  other  than  the  one  where  he  is  found  to  exist, — like  another 
place  before  us  (where  he  i&  found  not  to  exist)/  " 

45.  This  argument  is  snch  as  is  also  applicable  to  a  contradictory  con- 
clusion,—*-the  process  of  reasoning   being  *  another  place  is  such  as  Caitra 
is  present  there, — because  it  is  a  place  other  than  the  place  before   us 
(where  Caitra,  does  not  exist), — like  the  place  (before  ns)  where  Caitra 
is  seen  to  exist/ 

46-47.  When  the  person,  as  a  whole,  is  found  to  exist  in  one  place, — 
"his  next  being  otherwise  explicable,  we  naturally  conclude  that  he  cannot 
bnfc  be  absent  from  everywhere  else.  Therefore  even  the  recognition  of 
your  invariable  concomitance  can  only  be  arrived  at  by  means  o!  "Appa- 
rent Inconsistency/*  So  also  in  the  case  where  a  sight  of  the  effect  leads 
to  the  notion  of  a  potency,  in  the  cause,  of  bringing  about  the  effect. 

48-49.  If  it  be  urged  that  "the  effect  may  be  made  the  Middle 
Term  (and  thus  the  case  may  be  proved  to  be  one  of  Inference)," — (we 
reply),  no ;  because  (the  arriying  at  the  notion  of  the  peculiar  potency 
eloes  not  stand  in  need  of  any  relation  (of  invariable  concomitance). 
The  Potency  could  be  recognised  (by  means  of  Inference)  only  when  the 
fact  of  its  being  related  (by  concomitance)  had  been  ascertained,  and  not 
otherwise.  But  in  the  recognition  of  this  Potency,  any  application  of  Sense- 
perception,  (Inference,  Word,  Analogy  and  Negation)  is  impossible  5 

hotise  with  existence  in  the  garden  Raving  been  ascertained, — the  mere  fncfc  of  the  non- 
recognition  of  any  fact  to  the  contrary  would  lead  us  to  the  invariable  concomitance 
of  presence  in  one  place  with  absence  from  another ;  and  thus  the  road  of  Inference 
would  be  clear. 

4S.4&  «'  Extension  "being  limited" — becanse  the  class  '*  Fire  "  and  the  class  "  Smoke  " 
inheref  in  their  entirety,  in  every  individual  fire  and  smoke,  and  thus  their  scope  being 
limited-,  the  recognition  of  their  concomitance  is  easily  arrived  at  ;  and  hence  it  is  well 
known  not  to  stand  in  any  urgent  need  of  the  idea  of  the  concomitance  of  their*  nega- 
tives. 

4«.47  Thus  then.  Apparent  Inconsistency  hn«  a  distinct  and  independent  object  of 
its  own.  In  the  case  of  Cause  and  Effect  the  existence  of  the  effect  would  not  be  other- 
wise explicable  ;  hence  it  is  by  means  of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  that  we  uro  enabled 
to  assume  the  existence  of  a  peculiar  potency  in  the  cause  of  bringing  about  the  parti. 
cnlar  effect.  i 

48.49  «« Potency  "  is  not  amenable  to  Sense-perception. 
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hence  this  can  be  cognised  only  by  means  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency," 
which  is  a  correct  means  of  knowledge  (even)  in  the  absence  of  the  three 
factors  of  Inference. 

50.  In  the  case  of  the  snake  and  the  mongoose,  the  idea  of  their  res- 
pective defeat  and  victory,  based  npon  the  fact  of  their  standing  to  each 
other  in  the  relation  of  the  killed  and  the   killer,  is   not  cited   (as  an 
instance  of  "  Apparent  Inconsistency "),   because  ifc  does  not  differ  from 
Inference. 

51.  On  the  hearing   of  such   assertions  as  that  "  being  fat,  a  person 
does  not  eat  during  the  day,"  we  arrive  at  the  idea  of   his  eating  in  the 
night ;  and  this  is  a  case  of  Verbal  "  Apparent  Inconsistency." 

52-53.  Some  people  refer  this  to  the  Meaning,  and  others  to  the 
Word ;  and  they  declare  it  to  be  identical  with  **  Verbal  Authority." 
Because,  they  assert,  it  is  by  means  of  this  (Verbal  "  Apparent  Incon- 
sistency ")  that  all  Vedic  rites  are  regulated  ;  hence  if  this  were  different 
from  "  Verbal  Authority"  (and  Scripture),  snch  rites  would  become 
non-scriptural. 

54.  Others  hold  that    the  fact   (of    the  person    eating  at  night) 
forms  the  actual  denotation  of  the   statement  heard   (that  *  being  fat,  he 
eats  not  in  the  day').    While  there  are  others  who  hold  it  to  be  the  deno- 
tation of  another  Sentence,  intermixed  with  the    denotation  of  the  said 
statement. 

55.  The  fact  of  his  eating  at  night  cannot  be  held  to  be  the  deno- 
tation of   the  statement  heard  ;  because  a  multifariousness  of  denotations 
is  not  proper  (in   words),  and  expressiveness  does    not    belong  to  the 
Sentence. 

56.  The  meaning  of  a   Sentence  is  recognised,   only  in   the  form  of 
a  (syntactical)  connection  among  the  meanings  of  the  words  (constituting  it)  5 
and  the  denotation  of  '  night/  &c.,  is  not  got  at  by  means  of  the  Sentence 
containing  the  word  "  Day  "  (t.e ,  "  He  eats  not  in  the  day  "). 


w  Other  commentators  hare  cited  this  as  an  instance  of  Apparent  Inconsistency  ; 
but  the  Bhashya  has  not  accepted  it  because  it  is  only  a  process  of  Inference. 

M.53  Some  people  hold  that  the  result  in  this  cnse  is  the  fact  of  his  eating  at 
night.  Others  assert  that  the  result  is  confined  only  to  the  assertion,  "  he  eats  at 
night." 

"  Vedic  Actions,  $"c." — The  "  Apurva"is  assumed,  because  the  Cansal  Efficiency  of 
the  Sacrifice  itself  towards  the  final  result  is  not  otherwise  explicable. 

**  Even  among  those  who  confine  it  merely  to  the  word,  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion  :  Some  hold  that  he  eats  at  night  forms  part  of  the  direct  denotation  of  the 
assertion  *' being  fat  he  eats  not  in  the  day."  Others  hold  that  the  denotation  of  this 
assertion  leads  to  another,  viz  :  "  He  eats  at  night.*'  And  the  result  of  Apparent  In- 
consistency is  said  to  be  the  denotation  of  this  latter  assertion  aa  mixed  up  with,  and 
led  to  by,  that  of  th  former. 

•     w  Therefore  the  fact  of  his  eating  nt  ni«hfc  cannot  form  part  of   the  direct  ^nota- 
tion of  the  Sentence  "  he  eats  not  in  the  day/* 
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57.  "  Eating1  at  night "  crfnnot  constitute  the  syntactical  connection 
of  the  Sentence  containing  the  word  **  Day."    Nor  are  "  night,  <fccV  parti- 
cular forms  of  u  Daj,  <fec.,"  whereby  these  latter  would  be  expressive  of 
the  former, 

58.  And  again,  since  the  Sentence  ("eats  not  in  the  day*')  has  its  fnll 
function  in  the  denotation  of  another  meaning   (  the  denial  of  eating  in  the 
day),  therefore  no  second  meaning  (in  the  form  of  eating  at  night)  can  be 
attributed  to  it.     And  for  this  reason,  this  meaning  (that  of  eating  at  night) 
must  be  (held  to  be)  denoted  by  another  Sentence  ("  He  eats  at  night  ") 
present  in  the  mind  of  the  person  (who  has  heard  the   assertion,    "  Beiug 
fat,  he  eats  not  in  the  day  ") . 

59.  Though  this  Sentence  (in  the  mind  of   the  person,  viz.,  "  He  eata 
at  night  ")  partakes  of  the  character  of  "  Verbal  testimony,"  yet,  we  have 
got  to  assert  what,  from  among  "  Sense-perceptiou  >f  and  the  rest,  is  the 
means  of  getting  at  an  idea  of  that  Sentence. 

60.  Thus  then,  to  a  Sentence  not  uttered,  "  Sense-perception"  cannot 
apply.     Nor  can.  Inference  ;  because  this  (Sentence— "  Eats  at  night ")  has 
never  been  seen  to  be   comcomitant  with  the   other  (Sentence — "  Fat,  he 
eats  not  in  the  day  ") . 

61.  Even  when  any   relation   (with  the   Sentence  "  Eats  not  in  the 
day")  has  not  been  recognised,  if  it  be  accepted  to  be  the  Middle  Term   (iu 
the  Inference  of  another  Sentence,    "Eats  at  night,"-  which  has  not  been 

found  to  be  related  to  the  other  Sentence  "  Eats  not  in  the  day  ") then 

the  mere  utterance  of  such  a  Sentence  would  bring  about  the  idea  of  all 
Sentences. 

62.  Nor  are  all  Sentences,  that  are  amenable  to  t€  Apparent  Inconsis- 
tency," found  to  he  related  to  all  Sentences  j  and  therefore  there  can  be  no 
Inference  with  regard  to  them. 

63.  Neither  mere  existence,  nor  any  specific  entity,  can  be  recognised 
by  means  of  Inference ;  in  the  present  case,  what  is  inferred  (according  to 
yoa)  is  only  the  mere  existence*^  a  particular   Sentence   (4<  Eats  at 
night"). 

64.  And  so,  in  the  present  case,  the  object  of  Inference  is  not  (as  it 
ought  to  have  been)    an  object,  whose  independent  existence   has   been 
previously  ascertained,  aa  specified  by  a  property  the.  independent  existence 
of  which  also  has  been  previously  recognised. 

*l  '!  All  the  Sentences" — When  there  is  no  restriction  as  to  the  existence  of  the  rela. 
tion  of  concomitance  between  the  Sentences  "  Eats  at  night1'  and  "  Eata  not  in  the 
day,1*  then,  any  and  every  Sentence  could  be  taken  to  bring  about  the  idea  of  all  other 
Sentences  in  the  world  ;  which  is  an  absurdity.  * 

fi*  The  object  of  Inference  has  been  proved  to  be  a  "  Samauy a  "  ;  and  hence  mere 
existence,  or  any  specific  entity  can  never  form  its  object* 

6*  In  the  present  case,  it  would  only  be  the  existence  of  A  definite  object  that 
would  form  the  B object  matter  of  Inference. 
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65.  "  What  we  recognise  (by  means  of  Inference)  is  the  Sentence  that 
ia  heard  ('Eats  not  in  the  day  *)  as  qualified  by  the   other  Sentence  ('  Eats 
at  night  ' )."    Bat  in  that  case  you  would  have  a  Miuor  Term  such  as  has 
an  unknown  qualification. 

66.  And  again,    if  you  hold  this  (**  the  Sentence  heard  ")  to  be  tbe 
Middle  Term,  because  of  the  absence   of  any  other  characteristic   Middle 
Term  ;  then  you  will  have  the  Middle   Term   (Minor  Premiss)   forming  a 
part  of  the  conclusion,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Word. 

67.  In  the  same  manner,   we  can    disprove    the   fact   of  the  Sen- 
tences   having  the  character  of   objects  and   properties  :     If    the   Sen- 
tence "  Eafcs  at  night  "  has  not  been  ascertained,  it  cannot  qualify  the  other 
Sentence;  while   if  it  has  already   been   ascertained,   it    cannot  be    the 
object  to  be  recognised  by  means  of  Inference. 

68.  In  the  absence  of  the  particular  relationship  of  action  and  agent, 
there  can  be  no  property  ;  and  since  one  Sentence  is  not  the  denotation  of 
another,  therefore  it  cannot  be  its  qualification,  in  the  form  of  its  object. 

69.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  inasmuch  as  one  Sentence  leads  to  the  recog- 
nition of  another,  it  must   be   held  to  be  expressive  of  it," — then   in  that 
case,  we  have  the  absurdity  of  a  multiplicity  of   denotations.     And   the 
character  of  property,  derived  from  Inference,  would  be  useless. 

70.  Nor  is  that   Sentence   ("  Eats  at  night  ")  cognised   by  means  of 
the  meanings  of  words  (contained  in  the  Sentence  "  Eats  not  in  the  day  "  )  ; 
because  it  is  not  in  any  way  connected  with   them.     The   character  of 
words  is  such  that  they  indicate  the     particular    forms   of   their  denota- 
tions, because  of  the  inconsistency  of  their  general  forms   of  these  (m  con- 
nection with  the  Sentence  in  which  they  occur). 

W  "  Unknown  qualification  " — because  the  Sentence  "  Eats  at  night "  can  never  be 
recognised  as  a  qualification  of  the  Sentence  "  He  does  not  e«t  in  che  day." 

W  That  is  to  say,  if  the  Middle  Term  be  the  same  as  the  Minor  Term, — viz.,  the 
Sentence  that  is  heard.  "  In  the  case  of  the  word  " — t.e.,  as  in  the  argument  brought 
forward  to  prove  the  fact  of  words  having  distinct  denotations  (see  above). 

68  "  Since  one  Sentence,- ^c" — The  relation  subsisting  between  tne  object  and  its 
substrate  is  not  possible ;  because  one  Sentence  is  not  the  object  of  another.   This  rela- 
tion would  be  possible  only  if  one  Sentence  were  the  expressed  denotation  of  another. 

69  "  Derived  from  Inference,  fa  " — This   anticipates  the   following  Abjection:  **  We 
grant  that  one  Sentence  is  not  the   denotation  of  another ;  but  one  Sentence  is  clearly 
such  as  if  inferred  from  another, — and  hence  the  sentence  Eats  not  in  the  day,   being  the 
object  of  Inference  based  upon  the  other  sentence  as  its  Middle  Term,  itself  becomes  the 
Middle  Term  j  and  as  such  could  be  laid  down  as  the  qualification  of  the  other  Sentence/' 

The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  Inference  having  been  got  at  before  hand,  the 
subsequent  ascertainment  of  one  Sentence  being  the  qualification  of  another  is  entirely 
useless. 

W  "  The  chai-acter  of  words,  #*c" — The  word  {t  jar  "  denotes  the  class  j  but  inasmuch 
as  thu  denotation  is  not  consistent  with  the  particular  Sentence  "  bring  the  jar,"  it  is 
accepted  to  indicate  an  individual  jar.  There  is  no  such  relation  of  Class  and  Indivi- 
dual between  the  two  Sentences  in  question* 
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71.  There  is  nothing  in  the  words  "  Fafc>  eats  not  in  the  day  "  that 
could  not  be  compatible  without  the  other  Sentence  ("  E&ls  at  night  ") 
Nor  is  there  any  other  way  in  which  the  words  "  Eats  not  at  day  "  can  be 
related  to  that  particular  Sentence  ("  Eats  at  night  "), 

72-73.  If  it  be  urged  that  "we  can  assume  a  different  Sentence 
denotative  of  the  Sentence,  *  Eats  at  night  '  "  —  then  (we  reply)  that  the 
same  objection  (of  want  of  connection,  &c.),  would  apply  to  this  assump- 
tion also  j  for  any  number  of  such  assumptions  cannot  liberate  it  from  the 
(objection  of)  want  of  connection.  Hence  it  would  be  far  better  to 
accept  its  denotation  by  means  of  the  first  Sentence. 

73.  And  further,  in   the  case  of  your  Inference,  both  negative  and 
positive  concomitance  would  be  denied  to  exist,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Word.   * 

74.  Nor  is  there  any   similarity  between    the  Sentence  heard  ("  Eats 
not  in  the  day  ")  and  that  which  is  riot  heard  (  '*  Eats  at  night  ").     Hence 
the  case  cannot  be  one  of  Analogy.    Similarly    with   the  meanings  of  the 
two  Sentences. 

75.  Both  similarity  and  the  character   of    being   the    characteristic 
Middle  Term,  having  been  precluded  from    belonging  to  the  Sentence    the 
same  would  be  the  case  with    the  meaning    (of  the    Sentence)  also  ;  hence 
the  question  cannot  be  included  iti  either   of    the   other  Means  of  Eight 
Notion  ("  Sense-perception,"  <fec.). 

76.  The  Sentence   "  Eats  at  night  "   is   assumed,   because    without 
such  a  Sentence,   the  meaning  denoted   by   the   Sentence  heard  (u  He  is 
fat,  and  Eats  not  in  the  day  ")  would  be  absolutely  inconceivable. 

77.  "(1)  Why  should  not  the  above  case  be  explained  as  —  *  because 


"  Want  of  connection"  —  between  the  words  of  the  assumed  Sentence  and 
the  Sentence  "  lie  eats  at  night."  For  the  sake  of  tL.*fc  connection,  you  will  have  to 
assume  another  Sentence,  —  and  so  on  Sentence  after  Sentence,  ad  injitntum  ;  bat  not 
withstanding  all  these  endless  assumptions,  the  want  of  connection  will  continue  just 
the  same  ;  and  in  the  end  you  will  have  to  accept  the  fact  of  a  Sentence  being  recog- 
nised hy  means  of  an  unconnected  Sentence  ;  and  then  the  assumption  of  a  new  Sen- 
tence becomes  useless.  And  it  has  been  already  proved  that  there  can  be  no  denotative 
relation  between  the  two  Sentences  themselves.  Heuce  your  theory  falls  to  the  ground, 

TO  There  is  neither  a  positive  invariable  concomitance  between  the  two  Sen- 
tences, nor  any  concomitance  between  the  negatives  of  the  two  Sentences,  *<&c.,  &c.,  <fec.,  as 
was  explained  in  course  of  the  refutation  of  the  theory  that  meanings  belongs  to  Words, 

H  *«  Similarity/*  —  Since  there  is  no  similarity  between  the  meanings  of  the  two 
Sentences. 

.  7«  The  Sentence  heard  is,  on  the  very  face  of  it,  impossible,  and  its  meaning  could 
never  be  conceived  of  as  being  in  any  way  possible,  unless  we  recognised  the  fact  of 
his  eating  at  night,  which  alone  can  render  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  possible,  to  a 
certain  extent.  And  thus,  inasmuch  as  the  new  Sentence  is  cognised  simply  with  a 
view  to  avoid  the  inconsistency  of  the  Sentence  heard,  it  must  be  admitted  to  be  a  case 
of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  pure  and  simple. 

It  This  objection  emanates  from  one  who  holds  that  the  object  of  Apparent 
Inconsistency  is  the  weaning  of  the  Sentence  "  he  eats  at  night  "  and  act  the  Sentence 
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the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  heard  is  not  possible  without  that  of  the 
other  Sentence,  there  fore  it  is  this  latter  meaning  that  is  assumed  '  ?  And  (2) 
like  the  meaning  of  a  Sentence,  why  should  not  this  also  be  included  in 
"Verbal  testimony"? 

78.  But  all  specially    qualified  cognitions  are  such  that  tligy  presup- 
pose the  words  (that  give  expression  to  such  cognitions).     When  the  Sen- 
tence has  once  fulfilled  its  purpose,  any  thing  other  than  that  cannot  be  held 
to  form  the  object  of  "Verbal  testimony." 

79.  "  IF  there  be   no  connection  (between  the   two   Sentences   *  Eats 
not  in  the  day*  and  *  Bats  at  night'),  or    even  when   existing,  if  it  be  not 
recognised, — then  (in   that   case),    the  Sentence    ('Bats  at   night J)  being 
recognised  would   not  be  true,  as  it  would  not  be  based  upon  any  Means   of 
Right  Notion." 

80.  Is  there  any  heavenly  ordinance  declaring  the  fact  of  such  conne  •- 
tion  being  a  Means  of  Right  Notion  P    In  that  case,  how  can  the  character' 
of  such  Means  of  Right  Notion  belong  to  €i  Sense- perception,"  which    is 
devoid  of  any  soch  connection  (or  relation  of  concomitance)  ? 

81.  If   it  be    urged   that  "  in  the  case  of    Sense-perception  there  is 
connection  between  the  object   and    the    Sense-organ,"     then    (we   reply 
that)  at  the  time  of  the  perception   by  the  Sense,  such  connection  (between 
the  object  and  the  Sense-organ)  is  not  recognised  by  all  persons. 

82.  Bven  one  who  recognises  such,  connection  does  so  only  after  he 
has    had  the   Sense-perception ;   aud   hence   thi«  connection  Cannot  form 
part  of  the  means  of  right  knowledge   ("  Sense-perception,")   itself  ;  since 
so  far  as  the  functioning  of  Sense-perception  is  concerned,  the  connection  is 
as  good  as  uon -existent. 

itself.  (2)  Just  as,  because  the  connection  of  the  meanings  of  words  is  not  possible, 
therefore  even  though  it  is  not  denoted  by  words,  yet  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  is 
assumed,  and  is  accepted  to  be  amenable  to  Verbal  Testimony  ; — in  the  same  manner* 
iii  the  case  iu  question,  the  meaning  of  the  assumed  Sentence  **  He  eats  at  night"  being; 
recognised  in  order  to  avoid  the  inconsistency  of  the  meaning  of  the  other  Sentence* 
could  be  accepted  as  an  instance  of  Verbal  Testimony. 

1*  The  first  half  of  this  Karika  meets  the  (1)  and  the  second  the  (2)  objection  of  the. 
lust  Kfirika.  The  object  of  Apparent  Inconsistency — the  cognition  of  the  new  Sen' 
tence — is  a  specified  cognition,  and  as  such,  presupposes  the  existence  of  words  (consti- 
tuting the  assumed  Sentence)  ;  aud  since  the  meaning  will  have  been  signified  by  these 
words,  it-could  not  be  the  object  of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  **  When  the  Sentence)  $'*c." 
— so  long  as  the  Sentence  has  not  attained  its  object,  whatever  may  be  signified  hy  it, 
mnst  be  accepted  to  be  its  denotation;  and  hence  the  meaning  of  a  Sentence  becomes  the 
object  of  Verbal  Testimony.  So  long  as  the  words  constituting  it  have  not  been  construed 
with  one  another,  the  Sentence  remains  with  its  object  unfulfilled.  And  as  soon  as  the 
construction  of  the  Sentence  has  been  got  at,  it  attains  its  object ;  and  when  this  has 
been  fulfilled,  if  anyttfmg  else  happens  to  be  implied  by  that  Sentence,  such  subsequent 
implication  cannot  be  accepted  us  the  object  of  the  Verbal  Authority  of  that  SenuMK'O 

8a  " As  good  u$t  $'c" — Because   it  dues   nob  in   anyway    help   the  cognition  oi  ilui 
object,   coming,    as  it  does,  only  afLct  cmcli  cognition  has  been,  arrived  at. 
31 
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83.  Some  people  (the  Bauddhas)  hold  the  "  Eye  "  and  the  "  Ear  "  to 
be  such  as  to  lead  to   the   cognition  of   their   various  ohjects,   without 
coming  in  contact  with  them  ;  and  just  as  these  people  hold  the  fact  of  the 
cognition  by  means  of  these  (Bye  and  Ear)  fco   be  true    (as  being  cases  of 
Sense-perception),  so  we  would  also  have  in  the  case  in  question. 

84.  Therefore  in    the   existence,    or    non-existence    of  connection? 
whatever  cognition  we  have — provided  that  it  be  permanent  («*.«.,  not  con- 
tradicted by  any  subsequent  correct  cognition) — must  be  valid. 

85.  No  one  denies  the  fact  of  this  ("  A pparent  Inconsistency  ")  being 
a  valid  means  of  right  knowledge.     The  only  difference   of  opinion  is  on 
the  point  of  its  difference   or  non-difference    (from  other  means  of  right 
knowledge,  Inference,  <fcc.)    And  on  this  point  we  have  arrived  at  a  correct 
conclusion  ( that  "Apparent  Inconsistency  "  is  distint  from  all  the  other 
five  means  of  right  knowledge;  and  as  such  must  be  accepted  as  a  distinct 
and  independent  means  of  right  knowledge). 

86.  In  a  place  where,  in  the  absence  of  connection,  no  cognition  is 
produced,  there  is  no  help.     But  even  in  that  case   the  connection  does 
not  constitute  the  ground  (or  cause)  of  validity. 

87.  In  the   **  Mimansa-pastra "    (J)   Wherever  a  fruti  is   assumed 
on  the  ground   of  another  f  ruti,  (2)  When  a  passage  is  assumed  fco   apply 
to  a  definite  sacrifice  through  "  Power,  &c,,"  and  (3)     Where   the   result, 
<fec.    (of  a  sacrifice)  are  assumed  from  outside, — in  all  these  cases  we  have 
no  conception  of  any  (inferential)  connection. 

88  Eye— and  Ear — cognition  is  held  to  be  true  even  in  the  absence  of  any  contact 
between  these  organs  and  the  object  (as  held  by  the  Bauddhas) ;  and  hence  just  as  want 
of  connection  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  validity  of  these  cognitions,  so  too,  in 
every  other  case,  we  conld  nob  allow  the  validity  of  any  'cognition  to  be  deuied  on  the 
only  ground  of  the  absence  of  connection. 

8*  The  existence  or  absence  of  connection  does  not  in  any  way  determine  the  vali- 
dity of  a  cognition. 

86  "  There  is  no  help  " — i.e ,  we  must  admit  the  presence  of  connection  to  be  a  neces- 
sary concomitant  of  the  validity  of  that  particular  cognition.     "  Ground  of  validity. " — 
The  only  such  ground  that  we  admit  of  is  the  absence  of  any  cognition  to  the  contrary. 

87  All  these  are  cases  of  the  application   of  Apparent  Inconsistency.     (1)  In  the 
absence  of  a  certain  Qruti^  a   Sinriti  passage  appears   irrelevant  or   inconsistent;;  and 
•with  a  view  to  this  a    Qruti  is   assumed  by  means  of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  e,gf}  in 
the  case  of  the  Smritis  treating  of  the  Ashtaha,  whose  basis  in  the  Qruti  is  only  ass^*' 
(2)  A  certain  sacrifice  is  enjoined ;   bat  its   deity  is    not  named  there  j 

Deity,  the  sacrifice  itself  would  be  impossible  j  find  with  a  view 
aistency,  we  get  at  the  name  of  the  Deity  through  the  force  of  £ 
mantra  mentioned   in  connection  wich  the  sacrifice.     (3)  Ir 
case  of  the  Vigwajit  sacrifice,  the  result  is  not  mentioned, 
mains  incomplete-  and  inconsistent  in  the  absence  of  a  result^ 
the  shape  of  the  attainment  to  Heaven.    And  in  all  these 
getting  at   a   satisfactory   conclusion  is   by  means   of 
though  in  all  these  cases,  no  connection  is  recognised, 
and  correctness  of  the  assumptions. 
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88.  All  these  and  such  like  cases  would  be  inexplicable,  if  "  Ap- 
parent Inconsistency  "  were  not  different  from  u  Inference."  If,  even 
when  having  such  a  distinct  form  and  character,  the  name  "  Inference  " 
be  given  to  it,  then  you  may  have  your  wish. 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  "  Apparent  Inconsistency." 


(SECTION  9). 
ON  "NEGATION." 

1-2.  In  the  case  of  an  object  where  the  aforesaid  five  means  of 
knowledge  do  not  function  towards  the  comprehension  of  the  existence  of 
that  object,  we  have  Negation  as  the  sole  means  of  cognition.  The  ascer- 
tainment of  the  non-contact  (tioii-existence)  of  an  object  4ePends  upon 
the  validity  of  this  (Negation;  as  a  means  of  cognition. 

2-4.  The  non-existence  of  curd  in  milk  is  called  "  Prior  Negation" 
(Pragabhava)  (1)  ;  the  non-existence  of  milk  in  the  curd  is  called  "  Des- 
truction "  (Dhwansa)  (2)  ;  the  negation  of  the  Horse,  &c.,  in  the  cow,  and 
vice  versa  is  known  as  "  Mutual  Negation  "  ( Anyonyabhava)  (3) ;  the  lower 
portions  of  the  hare's  head,  being  devoid  of  hardness  and  a  supernu- 
merary growth  in  the  form  of  horns,  is  called  "  Absolute  Negation" 
(Atyautabhava)  (4). 

5-6.  If  Negation  were  not  accepted  as  a  (distinct)  means  of  cogni- 
tiou,  then  we  would  have  the  existence  of  curd  in  milk,  of  milk  in  curd, 
of  the  jar  in  a  piece  of  cloth,  of  horns  in  the  hare,  of  intelligence  in  the 
earth,  &c.,  of  shape  in  the  Soul,  of  odour  in.  water,  of  taste  in  fire,  of  form 
together  with  these  two  in  the  Air,  and  of  tangibility  and  these  three  in 
the  Ak§9a. 

7-8.  Nor  again  could  we  have  any  usage  with  regard  to  the 
differentiation  of  causes  and  effects,  &c.,  if  Negation  were  not  classified  into 

$8  All  that  we  want  to  prove  is  that  the  form  and  character  of  Apparent  Inconsis- 
tency are  distinct  from  those  of  Inference.  This  having  been  satisfactorily  proved,  i* 
even  then,  you  persist  in  calling  it  '*  Inference,"  you  may  do  so.  The  word  may  be 
explained  as  that  which  i$  the  means  of  something  cognised  after  (or  in  the  wake  of)  some- 
thing else  (Anu—paGcdt,  mlyate  anena);and  when  thns  explained,  the  name  *'  Anuraana" 
is  applicable  to  all  the  means  of  right  notion.  And  as  such,  we  have  no  objection  to 
the  name  being  given  to  Apparent  Inconsistency. 

1-2  Says  the  Bhashya :  "  Negation  too,  being  an  absence  of  all  other  means  of 
notion,  gives  rise  to  the  notion  it  exists  not  with  regard  to  a  remote  object."  To 
this  an  objection  is  raised  :  "  That  which  consists  of  the  absence  of  the  means  of  , 
ri^ht  notion  cannofc  itself  be  the  means  of  right  notion  "  ;  and  with  a  view  to  this 
objection,  we  explain  the  word  "  Pramanabhava"  (absence  of  the  means  of  right  notion) 
as  the  absence  (or  non-application)  of  the  aforesaid  Jive  Pramanas.  By  means  of 
these  five  objects  as  cognised  as  existing,  while  by  means  of  Negation  they  are  cognised 
as  non-exi$ting. 

1-*  This  Karika  is  levelled  against  those  who  hold  that  Negation  being  a  non-entity 
oau  never  be  a  means  of  right  not/ion  ;  the  card  does  not  exist  while  the  milk  lasts,  it 
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83.  Some  people  (the  Bauddhas)  hold  the  "  Eye  "  and  the  "  Ear  "  to 
be  such  as   to  lead  to   the   cognition  of   their   various  objects,   without 
coming  in  contact  with  them  ;  and  just  as  these  people  hold  the  fact  of  the 
cognition  by  means  of  these  (Eye  and  Ear)  to   be  true   (as  being  cases  of 
Sense-perception),  so  we  would  also  have  in  the  case  in  question. 

84.  Therefore  in    the   existence,    or    non-existence    of  connection? 
whatever  cognition  we  have — provided  that  it  be  permanent  (t'.e.,  not  con- 
tradicted by  any  subsequent  correct  cognition) — must  be  valid. 

85.  No  one  denies  the  fact  of  this  ("  Apparent  Inconsistency  ")  being 
a  valid  means  of  right  knowledge.    The  only  difference   of  opinion  is  on 
the  point  of  its  difference   or  non-difference    (from  other  means   of  right 
knowledge,  Inference,  <&c.)    And  on  this  point  we  have  arrived  at  a  correct 
conclusion  (  that  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  is  distint  from  all  the  other 
five  means  of  right  knowledge ;  and  as  such  must  be  accepted  as  a  distinct 
and  independent  means  of  right  knowledge). 

86.  In  a  place  where,  in  the  absence  of  connection,  no  cognition  is 
produced,  there  is  no  help.     But  even  in  that  case   the  connection   does 
not  constitute  the  ground  (or  cause)  of  validity. 

87.  In  the   "  Mimansa-f  astra  "    (I)   Wherever  a  fruti  is  assumed 
on  the  ground   of  another  ffrnti,  (2)  When  a  passage  is  assumed  to   apply 
to  a  definite  sacrifice  through  "  Power,  &c,,"  and  (3)     Where  the  result, 
&c.   (of  a  sacrifice)  are  assumed  from  outside, — in  all  these  cases  we  have 
no  conception  of  any  (inferential)  connection. 

85  Eye— and  Ear— cognition  is  held  to  be  trne  even  in  the  absence  of  any  contact 
between  these  organs  and  the  object  (as  held  by  the  Bauddhas) ;  and  hence  just  as  want 
of  connection  does   not  in  any  way  affect  the  validity  of  these    cognitions,   so   too,  in 
every  other  case,  *we  could  not  allow  the  validity  of  any  cognition  to  he  denied  on  the 
only  ground  of  the  absence  of  connection. 

8*  The  existence  or  absence  of  connection   does  not  in  any  way  determine  the  vali- 
dity of  a  cognition, 

86  "  There  is  no  help  " — i.e ,  we  must  admit  the  presence  of  connection  to  be  a  neces- 
sary concomitant  of  the  validity  of  that  particular  cognition.     "  Ground  of  validity. " — 
The  only  such  gronnd  that  we  admit  of  is  the  absence  of  any  cognition  to  the  contrary. 

87  All  these   are  cases  of  the  application  of  Apparent  Inconsistency.     (1)  In  the 
absence  of  a  certain  Qruti,  a   Smriti  passage  appears   irrelevant  or  inconsistent  j  and 
with  a  view  to  this   a    Qruti  is   assumed  by  means  of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  e.g^  in 
the  case  of  the  Srnritis  treating  of  the  AshtaM>  whose  basis  in  the  Qruti  is  only  assumed. 
(2)  A  certain  sacrifice  is  enjoined  ;   bat  ifcs  deity  is    not  named  there;  and  as  without  a 
Deity,  the  sacrifice  itself  would  be   impossible ;  and  with  a  view  to  remove  this  incon- 
sistency, we  get  at  the  name  of  the  Deity  through  the  force  of  a  certain  word  in  the 
mantra  mentioned  in  connection  with  the  sacrifice.     (3)  In  the  same  manner,   in  the 
case  of  the  Vigwajit  sacrifice,  the  result  is   not  mentioned,  and  as  the  injunction  re- 
mains incomplete  and  inconsistent  in  the  absence  of  a  result,    we  assume   a  result,  in 
the  shape  of  the  attainment  to  Heaven.    And  in  all  these  three  cases,   the  only  way  of 
getting  at  a  satisfactory   conclusion  is  by  means   of  Apparent   Inconsistency.    And 
though  in  all  these  cases,  no  connection  is  recognised,   yet   no  one  can  deny  the  validity 
and  correctness  of  the  assumptions. 
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88.  All  these  and  such  like  cases  would  be  inexplicable,  if  "  Ap- 
pai*ent  Inconsisteacy "  were  not  different  from  "  Inference."  If,  even 
when  having  such  a  distinct  form  and  character,  the  name  "  Inference  f> 
be  given  to  it,  then  you  may  have  your  wish. 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  "  Apparent  Inconsistency" 


(SECTION  9). 
ON  "NEGATION." 

1-2.  In  the  case  of  an  object  where  the  aforesaid  five  means  of 
knowledge  do  not  function  towards  the  comprehension  of  the  existence  of 
that  object,  we  have  Negation  as  the  sole  means  of  cognition.  The  ascer- 
tainment of  the  non-contact  (non-existence)  of  an  object  Depends  upon 
the  validity  of  this  (Negation;  as  a  means  of  cognition. 

2-4  The  non-existence  of  curd  in  milk  is  called  "  Prior  Negation" 
(Pragabhava)  (1)  ;  the  non-existence  of  milk  in  the  curd  is  called  "  Des- 
truction "  (Dhwansa)  (2)  ;  the  negation  of  the  horse,  &c.,  in  the  cow,  and 
vice  versa  is  known  as  "  Mutual  Negation  "  ( Anyonyabhava)  (3) ;  the  lower 
portions  of  the  hare's  head,  being  devoid  of  hardness  and  a  supernu- 
merary growth  in  the  form  of  horns,  is  called  "  Absolute  Negation'* 
(Atyantabhava)  (4). 

5-6.  If  Negation  were  not  accepted  as  a  (distinct)  means  of  cogni- 
tiou,  then  we  would  have  the  existence  of  curd  in  milk,  of  milk  in  curd, 
of  the  jar  in  a  piece  of  cloth,  of  horns  in  the  hare,  of  intelligence  in  the 
earth,  &c.,  of  shape  in  the  Soul,  of  odour  in  water,  of  taste  in  fire,  of  form 
together  with  these  two  in  the  Air,  and  of  tangibility  and  these  three  in 
the  Ak§9a. 

7-8.  Nor  again  could  we  have  any  usage  with  regard  to  the 
differentiation  of  causes  and  effects,  &c.,  if  Negation  were  not  classified  into 

88  All  that  we  want  to  prove  is  that  the  form  and  character  of  Apparent  Inconsis- 
tency are  distinct  from  those  of  Inference.  This  having  been  satisfactorily  proved,  i* 
even  then,  you  persist  in  calling  it  "  Inference,**  you  may  do  so.  The  word  may  be 
explained  as  that  which  is  the  means  of  something  cognised  after  (or  in  the  wake  of)  some- 
thing else  (Anu~pa$cff,t,  iniyate  anena)  j  and  when  thns  explained,  the  name  **  Anumaua" 
is  applicable  to  all  the  means  of  right  notion.  And  as  such,  we  have  no  objection  to 
the  name  being  given  to  Apparent  Inconsistency. 

1-*  Says  the  Bhashya :  "  Negation  too,  being  an  absence  of  all  other  means  of 
notion,  gives  rise  to  the  notion  it  exists  not  with  regard  to  a  remote  object,"  To 
tliia  an  objection  is  raised  :  "  That  which  consists  of  the  absence  of  the  means  of  . 
rijfht  notion  cannot  itself  be  the  means  of  right  notion  "  ;  and  with  a  view  to  this 
objection,  we  explain  the  word  "  Pramanabhava"  (absence  of  the  means  of  right  notion) 
as  the  absence  (or  non-application)  of  the  aforesaid  Jive  Pramanas.  By  means  of 
these  five  objects  as  cognised  as  existing,  while  by  means  of  Negation  they  are  cognised 
as  non-  emitting. 

7-8  This  Karika  is  levelled  against  those  who  hold  that  Negation  being  a  non-entity 
oau  never  be  a  means  of  right  notion  ;  the  curd  does  not  exist  while  the  milk  lasts,  it 
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those  of  different  kinds,  such  as  Prior  Negation,  &c.  Nor  again  is  such 
classification  possible  with  regard  to  a  non-entity.  Therefore  Negation 
must  be  an  entity.  For  what  is  the  negation  of  an  effect,  other  than  the 
existence  (continuance)  of  the  cause  ? 

9. ,  Or  attain,  Negation  must  be  an  entity,  like  the  cow,  <fcc.,  Because  it 
is  capable  of  forming  the  object,  of  the  notions  of  collective  affirmation 
and  differentiation  ;  and  also,  because  it  is  an  object  of  cognition. 

10.  Nor  can  it  be  assened  at  will  (without  any  grounds  for  so  doing) 
that  such  a  notion   is  only  an  (incorrect)  imposition,  or  that  it  is  a  mis- 
taken   notion ;     therefore    the    fact    of     the  character   of    general   and 
particular  belonging  to  Negation  cannot  be  said  to  be  false. 

11.  By  means  of  the  word  "  Pramanabhava"  (in  the  Bhashya)  is  meant 
the  non-appearance  of  u  Sense-perception  "  and  the  rest.     And   this  is  either 
a  particular  modification  of   the  Soul,  or  the  cognition  of  another  object. 

12.  With  regard  to  an  object,  which  is  ever  both  extant    and  wow- 
is  orly  tins  prior  negation  of  the  curd  wherein  lies  Its  character  as  an  effect.    No  sooner 
does  the  cnrd  come  into  the  existence  than  the  milk   ceases  to  exist ;   and  it  is  in  this 
MubKcquent   destruction   of  the   milk  that  lies   its  character  as   the  cause.    The  other 
examples  of    negation  shown   above  would   be  impossible   if  we  did  not  admit  of  the 
aforesaid  classification  of  negation.     And   since  no  classification  is  possible  for  a  non- 
entity, therefore  we  conclude  Negation  to  be  an  entity  ;  the  more  so,   beraase  the  -negia- 
fion  of  an  effect  consists  only  in  the  existence  of  the  cause,    i.e.,  so  long  as  the  cause 
con ti tines  to  exist  there  is  a  negation  of  the  effect. 

U  If  Negation  be  accepted  to  be  a  particular  modification  of  the  Son!,— i.e.  (in  the 
present  case),  the  uogatioti  of  the  particular  modification  of  the  Soul  in  the  shape  of  the 
sensuous  perception  of  the  jar, — then,  such  negation  cannot  bat  bo  accepted  us  a  means 
of  right  notion  ;  inasmuch  as  it  brings  about  the  cognition  of  the  non-existence  of  the 
jnr  j  and  the  effect  of  this  means  is  the  knowledge  that  the  jar  does  not  exist.  If  however, 
this  cognition  of  non-existence,  arising  with  regard  to  a  distinct  object  in  the  shape  of 
tho  Absence  of  the  jar.be  called  "Negation,"  then  the  effect  thereof  would  be  the 
acceptance  or  abandoning  of  the  object,  &c.,  &c.  The  meaning  of  the  aforesaid 
Bhashya  passage  would  thus  come  to  be  this :  "  The  absence  of  Sense-perception 
and  the  rest  giving  rise  to  the  idea  that  it  is  not,  constitutes  '  Negation/  which  is  a 
distinct  (the  sixth)  means  of  right  cognition." 

i»  -Every  object  has  a  double  character  :  with  regard  to  its  own  form,  it  exists  (i.e.> 
us  jar,  a  jar  exists)  ;  while  with  regard  to  tho  form  of  another  object,  it  docs  not  exist  (i.e. 
and  as  cloth  the  jar  does  not  exist).  Both  forms  are  equally  entities  ;  sometimes  people 
cognise  the  one  and  sometimes  the  other.  This  is  levelled  against  tVe  objection  that, 
inasmuch  as  there  is  no  such  independent  entity  as  Negation,  apart  from  the  bar* 
condition  of  the  ground  (i.e.,  as  the  non-existence  of  the  jar  in  a  particnlar  place  ij 
none  other  thnn  the  place  devoid  of  the  jar),  and  this  latter  is  amenable  to  Sense- 
perception,  there  is  no  room  left  for  any  other  independent  means  of  cognition  in  the 
shape  of  Negation.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  fact  of  the  non-existence  of  the 
cloth  in  the  jar  simply  means  that  the  Cloth  in  its  non-existent  form  inheres  in  anothei 
object,  the  jar,  and  as  such,  produces  the  cognition  of  its  non -extant  form  ii 
the  j;tr.  And  certainly  this  non-existent  form  of  the  cloth  could  never  be  cognisabl< 
by  v, means  of  Sense-perception,  &c.  Hence  we  obtain  a  distinct  and  iutl^pentlen 
object  for  Negation,  as  a  distinct  means  of  cognition. 
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extant  with  reference  to  its  own  form  and  that  of  another  object  respec- 
tively, some  people  cognise  only  certain  forms  at  certain  times. 

13.  We  have   the   comprehension     of  the    cognition   of  that  form, 
which  has  come  into  existence,  and  with    regard  to  which  there  is  a  desire 
(on  the  part  o£  the  agent)  for   comprehension,   and  it  is  hy  this  that    the 
cognition  is  named. 

14.  Bufc  during     all  this  time   the   other   form    continues    (latent) 
helping  the  cognition  of  its   connter-entity.     Becanse   in   the  cognition  of 
each  of  these  we  always  have  the  touch  of  the  other. 

15.  The  ascertained    definite   notion   of  positive   existence — snch   as 
"  this  is  (the  jar)    and  nothing   else  " — is  not  possible,    without  a   tinge  of 
the  cognition  of  the  ahsence  of  everything  else. 

16.  Nor  is  the  cognition  u  it    (jar)  does  not    exist"   possible,  without 
a  notion  of  the  object  itself  ;  for  there  can  be  no   cognition     without   an 
objective  suhstratuin. 

17.  "  Sense-perception"  and  the  rest  apply  to  such  cases  where  there 
is  a    comprehension  of  the  positive   (extant)  form    of  an  object ;   where, 
however,   the   object  of    comprehension  is   the  negative   form,    the  only 
action  of  these  (Sense-perception)  consists  in  their  non-appearance. 

18.  The  idea  that  "  this  is  not  "  is  never  brought  about  by  means  of 
the    Sense  organs ;    because    the   Sense-organs    are     capable     of    having 
contact   with   positive  forms  only. 

19.  "  Well,  you  have  asserted   that  *  non-exisfence  '  is    non-different 
from  *  existence  ' ;   hence  the   Sense-organs  could    have    contact  even  with 
non-existence."     Not  so ;  because  we  do  not  admit  of  an  absolute   identity 
between  the  iwo   (what  we  do  admit  of  is  only  comparative  non- difference); 
as  in  fhe  case  of  colour,  <fcc. 

"20.  Even  when  there  is  an  identity  of  the  object  (as  iu  the  case  of  a 
fruit,  which  is  only  one),  we  admit  of  a  certain  difference  among  its 
properties,  colour,  taste,  odour,  fye.  And  the  comprehension  of  these  exis- 

18  When  tlie  jar  has  appeared  in  its  extant  form  it  becomes  cognised,  and  the  cog- 
nition is  called  the  "  cognition  of  the  jar."  Wben,  on  the  other  hand,  it  ia  the 
non-existent  form  of  the  jar  that  has  appeared  in  connection  with  a  particular  place, 
we  have  a  cognition  of  this  non-existent  form  j  and  this  cognition  is  called  the  "  cog- 
nition of  the  absence  of  the  jar"  ;  and  this  latter  cognition  is  the  object  of  Negation. 

i6  In  the  cognition  of  the  jar,  an  idea  of  the  absence  of  the  jar  ever  continues 
latent,  helping  (by  its  negation)  the  cognition  of  the  jar  itself,  and  the  cognition  of  the 
abseTire  of  the  jar  is  admittedly  accompanied  by  an  idea  of  the  jar  itself. 

W  Just  as  Colour,  Taste,  &c.,  are  each  different  by  themselves,  but  are  considered 
nou-dHt'jrenr,,  as  co-hering  in  tho  samo  substance, 

*0  Just  as  in  the  case  of  Colour,  &c,f  there  is  difference  in  reality  (though  there  is 
also  a  seeming  identity),  so  also  iu  the  case  of  existence  and  non-existenoe ;  though 
they  are  realty  different,  yet  they  seem  to  bo  identical  inasmuch  as  both  of  them  inhere 
in  tha  same  object.  The  differp.nca  between  the  two  is  also  proved  by  the  fact  that 
one  of  them  (existence)  is  comprehended  when  it  has  appeared  and  the  other  (won. 
exigence)  has  disappeared,  and  vice  versfi. 
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tence    non- existence   depends  upon  (the)   (appearance  of  the   one)    and 
disappearance  (of  the  other). 

21.  The  ground  of  difference,  too,  is  found  to  be  this  :   In  the  compre- 
hension of  existence  we  have   contact  of  the  senses   as  the  means,   while 
that  of  non-existence  is  independent  of  such  contact. 

22.  Of  colour,  $•<;.,  too,  some  people   explain  in  the  difference  to  he 
based  upon  the  difference  in  the  means  of  their  (respective)  comprehen- 
sion ; — just  as  in  the  case  of  one  and  the  same  person  having  the  character 
'of  Son  (with  regard  to  his  father)  and  father  (with  regard  to  his  Son). 

23.  (According   to    us)   the  difference  among  colour,  §*<?.,  is  always 
based  on  mere  cognition.     They  cannot  be  held  to  form  a  composite  whole 
on  the  ground  'of  thV  identity  of  their  location. 

24.  Colour,  Tatte,  fyc.,  are  held  to  be  one,   on  the  grounds  of  their 
being  entities\   and   properties, — and    as   being  both  identical    with    the 
substance "  and  .each  of  these  again  is  held  to  be    different  from  the  other, 
when  considered  individually  iu  its  own  specific  character. 

25.  In  the  same  manner,  if,  in  the  case  in  question,  we  had  not  the 
difference  based  upon   a  similar   consideration     of  the  individual  specific 
character  of  each  (existence  aud  non-existence) ,  then  iu  other  places  we  could 
not  have  any  idea  of  the  positive  and  negative  characters  of  a  cognition. 

26.  When  there  is  a  contact  (of  the   Sense)  with  the  object,  then  we 
have   a  cognition  of  its  form  aud  the  notion  that  it  is.     On  the  other  hand, 
the  notion  it  is  not  is  due  to  the  absence  of  such  contact. 


88  Some  people  hold  that  colour  is  cognised  by  the  eye  and  odour  by  'the  nose'j 
.  and  in  this  lies  the  difference  of  colour  from  odour.  Just  as  the  character  of  the  Son 
.  is  cognised  with  reference  to  the  Father,  and  that  of  the  Father  with  reference  fco  tho 
8ont  so,  in  the  same  manner,  we  could  have  the  difference  between  existence  and  non- 
existence  (as  correlative  entities). 

*S  They  are  different  simply  because  they  are  cognised  to  be  different.  ( '  They  cannot, 
fa" — This  is  levelled  against  the  objection  that  "  if  snoh  be  the  case,  then  we  would 
have  an  eternal  difference  between  colour  and  taste,  and  between  existence  and  DOE- 
existence  ;  and  the  idea  of  identity  could  be  explained  as  being  due  to  the  fact  of  their 
.existing  in  one  and  the  same  place  ;  and  thus  forming  a  single  composite  whole,  which 
is  cognised  as  the  object  (fruit,  li.)  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  this  is  not  correct, 
inasmuch  as  an  independent  object  forming  the  substratum  of  properties  has  been 
proved  to  have  an  independent  existence  apart  from  its  properties  (vide  Chapter  on 
"  Sense-perception  ")« 

&*  If  between  existence  and  non-existence  we  do  not  accept  both  difference  and  non- 
difference,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  considerations,  then,  with  regard  to  one 
and  the  same  object  (jar  f.i.),  we  could  not  have  the  cognitions  of  both  its  existence  and 
nan-existence,  as  based  respectively  upon  its  positive  and  negative  forms. 

M  The  form  of  the  place,  being  in  contact  with  the  sense,  is  at  once  comprehended  ; 
and  the  same  place  being  (in  the  shape  endowed  with  the  presence  of  the  jar)  not  in 
aach  contact,  we  have  the  notion  that  the  place  is  devoid  of  the  jar,  and  so  on.  The 
Nytiya-ratnakam  enters  into  a  lengthy  discussion  as  to  the  various  relationships  of 
this  non-existence. 
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27.  After  the  object  (the  place  where  the  jar  is  not)  has  "been  perceived 
(by  the  Eye),    and  the   counter-entity   (the  jar)   has  been  remembered, 
tnen  follows  the  notion  that  it  (the/ar)  is  not,  which  is  purely  mental  (and 
as  such)  independent  of  the  Sense-organs. 

28.  Having  (at  first)   seen  the   mere  form   (of  a  place),  and  latterly 
happening  to  remember  a  little  of  it,  if  one  is  asked  as  to  the  non-presence, 
in  that  place,  of  another  object,  he  at  once  becomes  cognisant  of  such  non- 
presence  (by  means  of  "  Negation  "  pure  and  simple). 

29.  E"or  (in  the  case  of  Negation)  do  we  find  the  character  of  Infer- 
ence ;  because  there   is  no  Middle     Term.  *  If  it     be    urged    that  "  we 
have  for  such  term,  the  positive  form    (of  the  object     whose    existence  is 
denied),"  then  (we  reply)    this  cannot  be,   because    the   positive  form 
does*  not  form  an  object  of  cognition  at  that  time. 

30.  There  is  an   appearance   of  the  cognition  of  the  negative  form 
only  when  the  positive  form  does  not  form  an  object  of  cognition.     When, 


87  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  The  Bye  perceives  the  place,  and 
Negation,  brings  about  the  idea  of  the  non-existence  of  the  jar;  how,  then,  could  we 
have  the  notion  of  this  non-existence  as  qualifying,  or  residing  in,  the  particular  place  ?  " 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  process 'may  be  thus  explained  :  (1)  The  place  is  seen 
by  the  Eye;  (2)  the  jar  (which  has  been  seen  before,  and  which  could  have  been  seen 
if  it  had  been  present)  is  remembered  ;  (3j  then,  there  follows  a  purely  mental  process 
which  gives  rise  to  the  notion  of  the  non-existence  of  the  jar.  The  qualified  notion  of 
ench  non-existence  in.  a  place  can -be  explained  as  having  been  brought  about  by  the 
collective  action,  of  all  the  aforesaid  three  processes. 

*8  A  person  has  passed  the  morning  at  a  certain  place  ;  and  all  along  he  notices 
only  the  bare  place,  and  nothing  else  enters  into  his  mind.  And  in  the  afternoon  he  is 
asked  if  a  tiger  had  been  to  that  place  in  the  morning.  He  calls  up  the  place  in  his 
mind,  and  at  once  becomes  cognisant  of  the  fact  that  no  .tiger  had  been  to  the  place- 
and  he  replies  to  the  same  effect.  Here  we  find  tbat  the  non-existence  of  the  tiger 
had  not  been  cognised  while  he  was  at  the  place  ;  in  fact,  no  idea  of  the  tiger  bad 
entered  his  head,  so  he  coald  not  have  realised  its  absence  at  that  time.  Nor  is  the 
place  before  his  eyes,  "when  the  question  is  put  to  him.  Therefore  the  idea 
of  the  non-existence  of  the  tiger  that  he  now  has  cannot  be  said  to  be  due 
to  the  action  of  the  senses  j  nor  can  it  be  said  to  be  doe  solely  to  the  non- 
perception  of  something  that  could  have  been  perceived  if  it  were  present  (it  is  spe- 
cially against  this  alternative  of  the  Naiyayika  that  the  present  KIrika  is  levelled)  ; 
because  this  would  be  the  cause  of  such  notion  of  the  tiger' s  absence  as  would  appear 
at  the  time  the  person  was  at  the  place.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  in  the  above 
instance,  we  find  that  BO  long  she  was  there  the  idea  of  the  tiger  never  entered  his 
head;  and  so  the  non-perception  of  the  perceptible  cannot  be  the  cause  of  his  subse- 
quent cognisance  of  the  tiger's  absence,  which  must,  therefore,  be  admitted  to  have 
been  the  result  of "  Negation"  pure  and  simple,  as  aided  by  the  former  perception 
of  the  place  and  the  slight  remembrance  of  it  in  the  afternoon. 

W  "  At  that  time — i.e.,  when  its  non-existence  was  cognised.  That  which  is  not 
cognised  cannot  constitute  the  Middle  Term. 

&°  At  the  time  that  the  object  is  cognised  to  exist,  it  cannot  be  cognised  to  be , 
non-extant. 

I 
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on  the  other  hand,  the  positive  form  has  been  cognised,  then  there  can  be 
no  cognition  of  tlie  negative  form. 

31.  Nor  can  this  (  positive  form)  be  the  predicate  of  the  Minor  pre- 
miss, as  in  tbe  case  of  the   Word.    And,  again,  no  positivity  is   held  to 
be  concomitant  \vith  all  negativity. 

32.  Even  if  we  come  across  such  a    case  as  where  the  existence  of 
one  thing  (place)  is  accompanied  by  that  of  another   (jar),  even  then,  we 
may  also  come  across  a  case  where  in  the  same  case   (of  the   existence  of 
the  place)  we  find  the  non-existence  of  another  (jar). 

33.  In  a  case  where  the  non-existence  of  an   object  has  never  before 
been  cognised,  even  in  th  at  case,  we  find   that  the  comprehension  of  its 
non-existence  is  independent  of  any  conception  of  invariable  concomitance. 

34f.  If  there  be  a  cognition  of  the  relation  of  invariable  concomitance 
of  the  existence  of  any  object  with  the  non-existence  of  another  object, 
then  we  would  Lave  the  comprehension  of  everything  in  the  world 
by  means  of  such  "M  variable  concomitance. 

35.  Even    when   the  existence  of  one  object  has  been  comprehended 
all   people    do  not    necessarily   have    an     idea  of   the    non-existence    of 
every  other  object  ;    and  thus,  this  being  a   case   of  non-concomitance,  the 
cognition  of  existence  cannot  serve  as  the  Middle  Term. 

36.  When  any  relation  is   comprehended,  it   is  necessary    that  the 
members  related  should  be  cognised.    And  by  what  means  would  you  have 
the  cognition  of  non-existence  (which  you  assert  to  be  related  by  invariable 
concomitance,  to   existence)  ? 

37.  At  that  time  (i.e.,  prior  to  the   comprehension  of  the  relation ) 
the  cognition  of  the  member  related  could  not  be  due  to   the  Middle  Term 
(because  it  has  not  yet   been  recognised  as    such).     Hence   the     cognition 
of  non-existence  must  be   asserted  to  be   due  to  some  other  means  of  know- 
ledge (besides  Sense-perception,  Inference,  &c. ). 

H  This  is  levelled  against  the  view  that  the  existence  of  the  place  (and  nob  that  of 
the  jar)  may  be  accepted  to  be  the  Middle  Terra.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  it  has 
been  already  shown  (in.  the  chapter  on.  "  Word  ")  that  the  Word  cannot  be  the  property  of 
its  denotation  ;  and  the  same  process  of  reasoning  may  be  employed  to  show  that  so 
long  as  the  non-existence  of  the  jar  has  not  been  cognised,  the  etistence  of  the  place  can- 
not be  cognised  as  qualifying  ifc.  Because  in  the  absence  of  the  substratum 
wh<4re  would  the  qualification  sabaisfc  ? 

82  Though  the  presence  of  the  place  may  be  found  in  one  case  to  be  concomitant 
with  the  absence  of  the  jar,  yet  at  another  time  we  could  find  the  jar  existing  in  the 
same  place.  No  invariable  concomitance  between  the  two  is  possible. 

S*  If,  without  any  restrictions,  the  concomitance  of  the  existence  of  the  cloth 
with  the  non-existence  of  the  horse  were  to  be  accepted  as  a  moans  of  obtaining  a 
notion  of  the  non-existence  of  tho  jar,  then  such  an.  uncontrolled  premiss  would  he 
ap  universal  sol  vent,  bringing  about  the  notion  of  everything  in  the  world. 

3&  Whenever  we  perceive  H  place  it  is  not  necessary  that  wo  must  directly  become 
cognisant  of  tho  ahaence  of  everything-  else.  Thus,  then,  we  find  that  no  case  of  exis- 
tence is  iuvaiiafoly  coacojxutatit  with  noii-exiateuce  in  general. 
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38-39*  "  The  non-appearance  of  Sense-perception  and  tlie  rest,  wonld 
constitute  the  Middle  Term."  There  can  be  no  relation  between  this  (non- 
appearance)  and  any  particular  case  of  non-existence.  Then,  there  would 
be  a  distinct  relation  between  this  and  non-existence  in  general.  But  rion* 
existence  in  general  is  not  capable  of  bringing  about  any  cognition.  And 
inasmuch  as  there  is  non-concomitance  of  this  (non-appearance)  with 
the  particular  cases,  how  could  these  be  comprehended  by  means  of  that 
non-appearance)  ? 

88.89  This  objection  emanates  from  the  Bauddha,  and  his  position  is  thus  outlined 
in  the  Nydya-ratnakard :  "  If  that  which  is  capable  of  being  seen  at  a  place  happens  to 
be  not  seen,  then  it  cannot  he  existing  in  the  place  j  and  since  I  do  nob  see  a  jar  here 
(which  I  should  have  seen  if  it  had  existed),  therefore  it  does  not  exist  here  at  this 
time.  This  is  only  a  natural  inference.  Non~perception  is  nothing  more  than  the  per- 
ception of  one  of  the  two  objects  of  a  relation  ;  as,  in  the  case  of  the  place  and  the 
jar,  we  see  the  place  alone  ;  and  this  constitutes  the  absence  of  the  jar.  Thus  then 
this  non "perception  being  only  a  phase  of  perception,  we  cannot  have  the  endless 
series  of  negations  urged  above  j  because  the  perception  of  one  of  the  two  members  of 
a  relation  is  cognisable  by  means  of  the  Sense-organs  ;  and  this  is  held  to  be  identica 
with  the  absence  of  the  other  member  (the  jar  )  j  for  the  sake  of  such  usages  as  have 
been  shown  above.  For  these  reasons,  the  non-appearance  of  Sense-perception  can  very 
well  serve  as  the  Middle  Term,  in  the  case  of  Negation.  Or  the  inferential  process  may 
be  otherwise  explained.  The  existence  of  a  visible  object  is  always  accompanied  by  its 
perception  ;  consequently,  the  absence  of  perception  must  mean  the  denial  of  exis- 
tence. "  Ttie  sense  of  the  reply  is  thus  explained  :  The  absence  of  the  jar  cannot  be 
rightly  inferred  from  the  mere  negation  of  Sense-perception,  &c.  Because  such  a  pre- 
miss could  only  lead  to  the  inference  of  a  general  non-existence.  While  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  there  never  is  any  notion  of  such  non-existence  in  general  (which  could  be  pos- 
sible only  at  the  time  of  the  Universal  Dissolution)  j  the  cognition  of  non-existence 
always  rests  in  some  particular  case  of  non-existence ;  and  this  cannot  be  inferred  from 
a  general  negation,  &c.}  inasmuch  as  even  when  the  jar  exists,  we  have  a  general  form 
of  negation  (in  the  negation  of  the  cloth).  Then  the  non-perception  of  the  jar  may  be  the 
Middle  Term.  Fut  we  ask — what  is  this  non-perception  of  the  jar?  If  it  is,  as  you 
say,  only  the  perception  of  the  bare  place,  then  this  latter  is  a  general  assertion, 
and  is  passible  during  the  existence  as  well  as  the  non-existence  of  the  jar;  and  as 
such  cannot  lead  to  the  inference  of  the  absence  of  the  jar.  Then,  the  perception  of 
one  of  the  two  members  cannot  serve  as  the  Middle  Term  j  because  we  have  such 
perception  of  one  member,  also  when  both  the  members  are  perceived.  If  the  non* 
existence  of  the  jar  be  explained  as  the  non-perception  of  the  jar, — then,  at  the 
time  of  the  inference  of  such  negation,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  compre- 
hension of  the  affirmative  premiss,  we  would  stand  in  need  of  a  series  of  non* 
perceptions,  one  after  the  other,  ad  infinitum  j  and  as  in  the  cognition  of  the 
Middle  Term,  so  also  in  that  of  the  Minor  Term,  we  would  have  the  same  endless- 
ness ;  because  you  seek  to  prove  the  absence  of  the  visible  object  by  means  of  the 
absence  of  its  perception ;  this  absence  of  perception  also,  being  an  absence,  could  be 
cognised  (according  to  you)  only  by  means  of  another  absence  ;  and  so  on,  ad  infinitum. 
For  these  reasons,  we  must  admit  that  the  non,- appearance  o/ Sense-perception,  &c.f  is  the 
means  of  the  cognition  of  Negation,  by  itself,  and  not  by  being  made  the  Middle 
Term  of-  an  inferential  argument ;  and  when  this  has  oncfe  been  admitted,  then  upon 
this  basis  you  can  raise  any  amount  of  inferential  fabric* 
32 
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40-42.  Anything  that  is  not  fully  known  cannot  serve  as  the  Middle 
Term.  If  it  be  urged  that  this  (non-appearance)  is  well  known, — then  (we 
reply  that)  this  too,  being  a  negative  entity,  conld  have  been  cognised  only 
by  means  of  another  negative  entity  (i.e.,  another  non-appearance),  as  the 
Middle  Term;  this  latter  Middle  Term  too  wonld  have  been  compre- 
hended by  means  of  another, — for  nothing  that  is  tmcognised  could  ever 
be  the  Middle  Term ;  and  this  cognition  too  conld  only  be  by  means  of 
another  Middle  Term  ; — i.e.,  the  Middle  Term  and  so  on,  we  would  have  an 
endless  series  (of  Middle  Terms).  In  the  case  of  the  Negation  of  the 
Minor  Term  too,  we  would  have  the  same  endless  series.  Therefore  (in 
order  to  avoid  this  endlessness)  you.  will  be  forced  to  admit  of  a  resting- 
place  where  this  (non-appearance,  a  negation)  itself  would  be  the  means  of 
cognition,  even  in  the  absence  of  a  Middle  Term. 

43-44.  An  effect,  in  the  shape  of  the  notion  '  it  is  not/  is  seen  to 
proceed  directly  from  the  non-appearance  of  Sense-perception,  <fcc.  ;  and 
it  is  for  this  reason  that  we  accept  the  fact  of  this  non-appearance  being  the 
means  of  the  cognition,  because  of  its  immediate  (and  invariable)  prece- 
ence.  You  (the  Bauddha)  hold  that  cognition  to  be  inferential  which  is 
brought  about  by  means  of  the  threefold  relation  (the  two  causal,  and  one 
natural)  ;  and  certainly  a  case  of  non-appearance  (a  negation)  does  not 
stand  in  need  of  a  cause  (and  hence  no  causal  relation  is  possible  in  the 
case  in  question). 

45.  If  it  be  asked  *'  how  can  negation  be  a  means  of  cognitfon  ?  " 
(we  reply)  of  what  form  is  the  object   thereof  ?     Just  as  the  object  is 
negative,  so  would  the  means   of  cognising  it  be  also  negative. 

46.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  a  positive  entity,   nothing  negative  can  be 
the  means  of  its  cognition ;  so  in  the  case  of  a  negative   object,   nothing 
positive  could  be  the  means  of  its  cognition. 

47.  There  is  no  royal  command  to  the  effect  that  only  a  positive 
entity  can  be  the  means  of  cognition.     The  character  of  being  the  means  of 
cognition  would,   in  the  case  of  both  (positive  and  negative  entities),  rest 
upon  the  fact  of  their  bringing  about  definite  concrete  cognitions  of  their 
respective  objects. 

48-49.  If  you  deny  the  fact  of  negation  being  a  means  of  cognition, 
simply  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  negative  entity,  taking  your  stand  on 
the  belief  that  in  all  cases  it  is  only  a  positive  entity  that  has  been  seen 
to  be  the  cause,*— then,  in  that  case,  a  negative  entity  (non-appearance) 
could  not  be  either  a  Middle  Term,  or  an  object  of  any  cognition.  And 
under  such  circumstances,  you  could  not  explain  the  common  usages  shown 
above. 

50.    Heither  the  non-appearances  of  other  means  of  cognition,  nor  a 

4S.44  «  Threefold  relation,."— The  Bauddhas  hold  that  all  Inference  is  based  upon 
only  three  relations  :  (1)  that  of  the  cause  with  the  effect,  (2)  that  of  the  effect  with 
the  cause,  and  (3)  that  based  upon  the  specific  nature  of  the  th»-T  concerned. 

$*c.t "  because  the  place  is  seen,  and  is  amenable  to  visual  perception. 
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negation,  can  be  the  property  (or  predicate  of  any  thing).  The  place, 
where  we  hare  the  negation  (of  the  jar),  £8  not  related  to  this  (non- 
appearance). 

51.  The  non-appearance  may  be  related   to  something  else,  that  is 
not  near  (us  at  that  time).     But  this  something  else  cannot  be  the  object 
of  cognition, — because  it  is  devoid  of  the  character  of  predicate  as  well  as 
that  of  the  subject. 

52.  There  would  be  a  relation  of  this   (non-appearance)   with  Nega- 
tion, inasmuch  as  it  has  a  negation  for  its  object.     But  this  fact  of  nega- 
tion being  an  object  depends  upon  a  comprehension  of  the  negation ;  and 
whom  this  (negation)  has  been  comprehended,  nothing  is  left  that  could 
be  the  object  of  the  Inference   (having  the  '  non-appearance "  as    the 
Middle  Term). 

53.  Between  the  two  there  is  no  other  relation,  such  as  conjunction 
or  Inference.    Thus  we  see  that  so  Jong  as  Negation  is  not  comprehended, 
the  character  of  the  predicate  cannot    belong  (to  '  non-appearance,  &c.')  ; 
and  when,  this  has  been  comprehended,  then  your  inference  would  become 
redundant  (as  proving  what  has  already  been  comprehended,  even  before 

cthe  comprehension  of  the  premises). 

54-55.  (1)  The  absence  of  the  other  five  means  of  cognition  differs 
from  these,  "  Sense-perception,'*  &c., — because  it  is  denoted  by  the  Word 
"  Negation," — just  as  among  the  objects  of  cognition  (by  the  six  means  of 
cognition),  the  object  of  "  Negation  **  is  negative,  while  those  of  the  other 
five  are  positive  entities.  (2)  Negation  (or  non-existence)  is  cognised  by 
a  means  similar  to  itself  (i.e.,  Negative), — because  it  is  an  object  of  cogni- 
tion,— just  as  positive  entities.  Therefore  "  Negation"  must  be  distinct 
from  all  things  positive. 

56.  That  all  actions  do  mot  become  i»lated  to  all  the  results,  that  all 
sacrifices  do  not  become  related  to  all   the  «ul>sidlaries,  and  that  all  these 
subsidiaries  do  not  become  related  to  mm  aaother, — all  this  is  cognised  'by 
means  of  this  (Negation). 

57.  Thus,  by  means  of  arguments,  as  well  as  by  Verbal  testimony, 
the  six  means  of  cognition  have  been  differentiated   and  defined  in  the 
Bhashya.    Besides  these  (six)  two  other  means  of  cognition  are  accepted 
4)y  some  people.    But  these  are  included  in  the  aforesaid  six.     Hence  the 
sixfoldness  of  the  means  of  cognition  is  established. 

58.  The  notioE  of  "  hundred  "  as  existing  in  the    "  thousand  "—ex- 
plained as.  being  due  to  "  Probability  " — is  only  brought  about  by  the  fact 
of  the  invariable  concomitance    (of  a   hundred  with  a  thousand)  ;  and  as 

61  A  positive  entity  cannot  be  a  subject  having  a  negative  entity  for  its  predicate 
nor  can  it  be  the  predicate  of  a  negative  aubjeot  i  because  the  two  are  mutually  con- 
tradictory. 

«  "  Verbal  testimony,"— i.e.t  on  the  authority  of  Jaimini,  who  has  enunciated 
only  six  means  of  right  cognition. 
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such,  it  is  identical  with  Inference.  And  much  of  what  is  known  in  tlie 
world  as  "  Tradition "  is  not  always  true  ;  and  whatever  happens  to  be 
true  that  does  not  differ  from  "  Valid  Testimony." 

Thus  end*  the  Chapter  on  Negation. 

SECTION  10. 
CITR1KSEEPA. 

1.  In  the  first  instance,  our  opponents  (the  Bauddhas,  <&e.)»  had 
objected  to  the  Vedic  passages  appertaining  to  supernatural  results  (as 
Heaven  and  the  like  )  ;  whereas  in  the  present  passage  it  is  passages  ap- 
pertaining to  worldly  results  (acquirement  of  cattle,  <fco.),  that  are 
objected  to, — and  this  too  by  the  author  of  the  Sutra. 

2-3.  u  (1)  Passages,  treating  of  the  Citra  sacrifice,  &c.,  as  leading  to 
such  results  as  the  acquirement  of  cattle,  &c,,  are  false, — because,  though 
they  treat  of  perceptible  objects,  yet  no  such  objects  are  actually  perceptible. 
And  again,  that  which  is  so  (treating  of  perceptible  objects,  and  found 
to  be  devoid  of  any  such  objects)  is  always  found  to  be  false, — just  as 
the  assertion  of  a  liar  that  *  there  are  fruits  on  the  river  bank,*  when  no 
such  fruits  are  found  to  exist. 

4-5.  "  (2)  And  again,  the  Citra  sacrifice  cannot  lead  to  the  acquirement 
of  cattle, — because  it  does  not  bring  about  such  a  result  at  the  time  of  its 
performance,  as  do  bath  and  feeding,  &c.  Or,  (3)  the  acquirement  of  cattle 
cannot  be  the  result  of  the  Citra  sacrifice, — because  it  is  not  seen  to 
exist  at  the  time  that  the  sacrifice  is  performed, — like  Heaven,  and  the 
pleasures  of  satisfaction.  As  a  negative  instance  for  both  these  syllogisms 
we  may  have  pleasure  attending  upon  shampooing. 

6.  "If  it  be  urged  that  immediate  sequence  is  not  mentioned  (in 
the  passage  Citrayft  yctj&ta,  pn$ultdmah),3 — we  deny  this,  because  such  im- 
mediate consequence  is  clearly  implied  by  the  assertion ;  and  it  is  also 
signified  by  implication,  which  also  forms  part  of  the  Word. 

l  "  At  first"— i.e.)  when  the  validity  of  the  Veda  was  questioned.  (Vide  supra). 
This  refers  to  the  Bhashya  passage — "  Sense- perception  and  the  rest  are  the  means 
of  right  cognition  ;  but  how  is  the  Word,  &c.,  &c."  The  former  objection  was  aimed 
at  the  passages  mentioning  superphysical  results,  and  emanated  from  opponents, 
The  present  objection  however  is  aimed  ab  the  passages  speaking  of  worldly  results, 
and  is  mad©  by  the  author  of  the  "Vritti  to  proceed  from  the  aphorism  itself. 

*-3  f<  Absence,  $*c.>" — i.e.,  cafetles  are  not  seen  to  follow  immediately  after  the 
sacrifice. 

4-6  Bath  and  Feeding  produce  results  at  the  time  of  their  accomplishment. 
Heaven,  &c.,  are  not  found  to  exist  when  the  c  Citra  *  sacrifice  is  performed  ;  and  as 
such  cannot  be  said  to  be  its  effects.  The  same  may  be  said  also  of  such  results  as 
the  acquisition  of  cuttle,  &o»  Pleasure  is  felt  at  the  time  that  the  shampooing  is  done. 
But  such  is  not  the  case  with  the  Citra  sacrifice  and  the  acquisition  of  Cattle. 

*  The  sense  of  the  objection  to  the  objections  i«  thfifc  the  above  arguments  fall 
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7.  "  Because   no  other  time  is   specified,   and  because  such  is  the 
character  of  actions  in  general,  therefore  immediate  sequence  must  belong 
to  the  case  of  such  enjoined  sacrifices  as  the  Citra  and  the  like. 

8.  "In  the   above  instance    we  have  non-agreement  with  ordinary 
perception ;  in  another  case  we  have  utter  contradiction  ;  because  we  see 
with  our  eyes,   the  body  being   burnt  to  ashes,    which  is  contrary  to  a 
journey  to  Heaven. 

9.  "  The  passage  mentioning  *  yajnayucttii'  <&c.,  is  false, — because  of 
its  contradiction  by  Sense-perception.     As  an  affirmative  instance  (of  simi- 
larity in  this  syllogism)  we  have  the  stone-passage  ("  Stone  is  floating")  ; 
and  as  a  negative  instance  (of  dissimilarity)  the  assertion  of  a  trustworthy 
person. 

10.  "  If  the  sacrificer  be    said  to  be   something   apart  from    the 
body  (that  is  burnt)  then,  in  that  case,  that  sometJimg  could  not  hold   the 
sacrificial  implements   (and  hence    could  not  be    called  '  Yajn&yudhi '). 
Nor  again,  could  the  character  of  yajam&na  belong  to  this  something.     In 
fact  the  very  fact  of  the  existence  of  any  such  thing  (apart  from  the  body) 
can  hardly  be  believed. 

11.  "  If  this  (passage  of  heaven-going)  were  a   direct  injunction  (like 
the  Citra  passage),  then  there  would  have  been  no  difference  between  this 
and  the  instance  of  non-perception    (instanced  in  the  Citra  passage)  ;  and 
as  such  it  would  not  have  been  mentioned  separately. 

12.  "  And  again,  if  the  passage  were  an  injunction,   then  the  contra- 
diction could  have   been  removed,   by  assuming    the  result   to   follow  at 
some  future  time.    As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  the  passage  is  only  an 
assertion  of  an  event  affirmed  to  happen  at  the  present  time ;  and  as  such 
it  does  not  admit  of  any  such  explanation  of  the  contradiction. 

to  the  ground,  because  the  passage  does  not  lay  down,  that  the  acquisition  ot  cattle  is 
to  follow  immediately  after  the  performance  of  the  sacrifice.  But  the  original  objec- 
tor  replies  that  though  such  immediate  sequence  is  not  directly  mentioned,  yet  it  is 
distinctly  implied  by  indication,  which  is  only  a  particular  form  of  verbal  denota- 
tion. 

8  Another  case" — i.e.,  the  passage  *' Ssha  yajnaj/udM  yafamanah  anjasa  swargam 
lokamyati" — referring  to  the  sacrificer,  who  is  dead,  and  is  placed  upon  the  funeral 
pyre  with  all  the  sacrificial  implements  in  his  hands, — lays  down  that  such  a  sacrificer 
proceeds  directly  to   Heaven.    The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  inasmuch  as  the 
body  which  bears  the  implements,  is  seen  to   be  burnt   to  ashes,   the  mention  of  its 
Journey  to  Heaven  is  contradictory  to  direct  Sense-perception. 

9  The  assertion  of  a  trustworthy  person  is  always  in   keeping  with  facts  of  Sense- 
perception  ;  and  it  is  only  as  such  that  it  is  true.     The  present  case   is  not  so  ;  hence  it 
must  be  false. 

H  This  Karikd  refers  to  the  Bhashya  passage  "  na  ca  na  yatlti>  &c.,"  and  is  with 
reference  to  an  objection  that  such  an  assertion  of  the  Bhashya  is  superfluous;  because 
whether  the  passage  is  a  Vidhi  or  not,  it  makes  no  difference  in  the  above  arguments. 
The  sense  of  the  Karika  is  that  the  Bhashya  adds  this  in  order  to  differentiate  the  pre- 
sent passage  from  the  Cifcra  passage. 
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13.  "  Though,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the   body   being  burnt,  the  as- 
serted result  could  not  belong  to  it,   even  if   the  passage  were  ari  injunc- 
tion,— yet  on  the  strength  of    (such)    an  injunction  there  could  be  an  as- 
sumption (of  something  apart  from  the  body,  to   which  the  result,  Journey 
to  Heaven,  wuuld  appertain) ;   and  it  is   such  an  assumption  that  is  set 
aside  by  the  Sentence  ('Na  ca  na  yatiti  vidhih '). 

14.  "  Such   (contradiction  of  facts  of  Sense-perception)  is  found  to 
be  the  case  with  almost  all  Arthavadas  and  Mantras ;   hence   all  these  may 
be  made  the  subject  of  the  above  proposition  (^.e.,  asserting  the  falsity  of 
such  vedic  passages  as  those  above  cited  *  Esha  yajn&yudhi,  <fcc.,  &e.) 

15.  "  Such   being  the  case,  falsity  would  also  belong  to  the  passages 
laying  down  the  Agnihotrat  &c. ; — because  they  are   parts  of  the  Yeda, — 
like  the  Citra  passage,  &c." 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  CitrdJcsh&pa* 

SECTION  11. 
SAMBANDHIKSHEPA. 

1-2.  The  argument  proving  the  theory  of  the  author  is  this :  (1) 
Vedic  assertions  are  not  false, — because  in  regard  to  their  own  significa- 
tions, they  are  independent  of  the  speaker, — like  the  notions  of  the  word 
and  its  denotation.  (2)  Or,  Ideas  originating  in  the  Veda  are  true, — because 
they  arise  from  sentences  that  are  eternal, — like  the  signification  of  a  Sen- 
tence.  And  in  this  case  we  also  have  the  support  of  the  arguments  shown 
before  (under  Aph.  2). 

3-4.  Taking  his  stand  upon  the  fact  of  the  relation  between  word 
and  its  meaning  being  eternal,  the  author  of  the  Bhashya  has  set  aside 
the  invalidity  of  the  Veda  in  order  to  establish  its  self-evidential  charac- 
ter. And  after  this  has  been  done,  the  objector  declares  its  falsity  on  the 
ground  of  its  originating  in  the  absence  of  any  relation  (between  word 
and  its  meaning). 

4-5.  That  there  is  a  relation,  and  that  it  is  eternal  have  been  declared, 
by  the  assertion  "  AutpattiJcastu,  &c.,"  with  a  view  to  set  aside  the  falsity 
(of  the  Veda).  Both  of  these  facts  are  denied  by  the  objector;  of  these 
two,  that  there  is  no  relation  between  Word  and  Meaning  is  here  consider- 
ed ;  and  that  it  is  non-eternal  will  be  considered  later  on,  ( KdriJeQs,  45,  46 ), 

14  That  is  to  say,  since  the  condition  of  contradiction  is  the  same,  such  Mantras 
may  also  be  held  to  be  false,  on  the  sole  ground  of  their  being  contrary  to  Sense- 
perception. 

1-*  In  the  Bhashya,  we  have  "  autpattikastu,  $*c.,  "  which  proves  the  theory  of  the 
trustworthiness  of  the  Yeda,  &c.,  and  leaves  for  a  while  the  objections  urged  in  the 
"  Citraksbgpa  "  ;  because  when  the  authenticity  of  the  Veda  has  been  once  established, 
on  the  strength  of  that,  we  would  have  all  objections  answered. 

*-*  Says  the  Bhasbya  :  "  The  word  has  no  relation  with  its  meaning,  whence 
could  it  be  due  to  human  origin  ?  "  The  meaning  of  this  is  that  when  the  relation 
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6-10.  Since  no  other  relation  is  possible,  contact  or  connection  alone 
remains  behind.  And  it  is  in  this  relation  alone  that  we  have  the  sure  cog- 
nizance of  ordinary  people.  Consequently  it  is  the  presence  of  this  relation 
(between  word  and  the  object  denoted)  that  is  denied  (by  the  objector)  in 
the  following  manner :  **  The  word  is  not  related  to  the  object  denoted, — be- 
cause it  is  not  found  to  exist  simulfaneouely  in  the  same  place  with  the 
other, — like  the  Vindhya  is  not  related  with  the  Himalaya.  "  In  the 
same  manner  non-relation  may  be  proved  with  regard  to  the  object  denoted, 
or  with  regard  to  both  of  them.  In  order  to  establish  the  minor 
Premiss  of  the  above  argument  (that  they  are  not  found  to  exist  in  the 
same  place),  the  instance  of  the  *  razor,'  <fcc.,  has  been  brought  forward 
(by  the  objector  in  the  Bhashya).  Men  of  the  other  party  (that  of  the 
author  himself),  taking  their  stand  upon  the  relation  of  denotativness 
(expressiveness),' say :  If  the  objector  seek  to  disprove  the  existence  of 
the  relation  of  contact,  then  your  effort  is  superfluous  (because  we  also 
deny  this  in  the  case  of  the  word  and  its  meaning)  ;  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  you  seek  -to  disprove  the  existence  of  all  relation,  then  your 
argument  is  contradicted  by  such  cases  as  those  of  the  words  "  Father  " 
and  "  8on"  Ac.  Similarly  (if  all  relation  be  denied)  then  the  predicate 
(absence  of  all  relation)  of  the  conclusion  fails,  in  the  case  of  the  instance 
of  the  Yindhya  and  the  Himalaya,  which  bear  to  each  other,  the  relation 
of  existing  on  the  same  Earth. 

11-12.  If  the  relation  of  expressiveness  be  denied,  then  there  is  con- 
tradiction to  ordinary  usage ;  and  contradiction  also  to  the  objector's  own 
declaration, — because  it  is  not  possible,  by  means  of  words  devoid  of  all 
relation  (with  their  meanings),  to  explain  one's  theories  to  the  other 
party. 

between  the  Word  and  its  meaning  has  been  ascertained  to  be  eternal,  it  would  also 
imply  the  eternality  of  the  members  related;  and  being  eternal,  these  oonld  nofc 
nave  any  discrepancies,  in  the  shape  of  falsity  and  the  like, — and  these  having 
been  set  aside,  the  self-sufficient  authority  of  the  Veda  would  become  established. 
Consequently,  in  order  to  strike  at  the  very  root  of  this  reasoning,  the  objector  ia 
made,  in  the  Bhashya,  to  deny  all  relationship  between  the  Word  and  the  Meaning. 

6.10  Says  the  Bhtishya  :  "  If  there  were  any  relation  between  the  word  and  the 
meaning,  the  utterance  of  the  words  '  Razor  *  and  *  Sweet  Cake*  would  bring  about  a 
cut  in  the  face  and  its  filling  with  sweets  respectively."  It  may  be  objected  to  this 
assertion  on  the  part  of  the  objector  that  there  is  no  such  rule  as  that  tbe  two  mem- 
bers related  should  always  co-exist  in  the  same  place.  With  a  view  to  this  it  has  been 
declared  that  no  other  relation  save  that  of  Conjunction  or  Contact  is  possible,  between 
the  Word  and  its  meaning  ;  and  honce  whenever  one  of  them  would  exist,"  the  other 
would  surely  exist.  "  The  other  party,  $*c," — says  the  Bhashya  :  "  That  relationship 
which  can  be  here  pointed  out,  Ac." 

6.10  "  Father  and  Son.  " — In  the  case  of  these  words,  there  is  certainly  a  relation 
between  their  denotations, — and  as  such  a  total  denial  of  the  relationship  between  the 
denotations  of  all  word'  is  not  true. 

il.ia  «« Devoir,  <5*c.  " — as  declared  br  the  objector, 
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12-13.  Then,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  In  the  action  of  denotation  (or  ex* 
pression)  the  objective  character  belongs  to  the  object  denoted,  and  that 
of  instrumentality  or  agency  to  the  Word  ; 

13-14.  Since  both  (word  and  meaning)  are  predicates  in  the  com- 
prehension (of  assertions),  and  as  such  both  are  accepted  to  be  concomi- 
tant ;  and  the  relation  of  the  word  and  its  meaning  consists  iu  the  fact 
of  both  of  them  being  restricted  to  one  comprehension. 

14-15.  Though  there  can  be  no  relation  between  the  different  cases, 
yet  in  the  case  of  an  action,  we  have  the  fact  of  one  thing  being  the 
helper  and  another  the  helped,  cognised  through  the  connection  of  that 
action ;  and  it  is  this  (fact  of  the  meaning  being  the  helped  and  the  word 
the  helper)  that  constitutes  the  particular  relation  between  Word  and 
Meaning. 

12J*  The  action  of  denotation,  belonging  to  the  Word,  has  for,  its  result,  the  com- 
prehension of  the  meaning ;  and  this  is  none  other  than  a  knowledge  of  the  Word 
which,  when  considered  in  relation  to  its  result  in  the  shape  of  the  comprehension  of 
the  object  denoted,  is  known  as  the  action  of  denotation.  And  in  such  a  case,  that 
which  is  the  object  of  comprehension,  is  accepted  to  be  the  object  denoted  by  that  Word  5 
and  the  Word  is  either  the  means  of  comprehension,  or  the  agent  that  makes  the 
meaning  comprehended  by  the  person  j  the  consideration  of  these  two  alternatives  is 
reserved  for  a  future  occasion. 

18.1*  This  anticipates  the-f olio-wing  objection  :  "  Even  if  the  above  facts  be  accepted, 
all  that  they  can  prove  is  that  the  Word  and  the  Meaning  belong  to  a  single  action 
of  denotation,  and  nob  that  they  are  in  any  way  related  to  one  another.  "  The  sense 
of  the  reply  is  that  in  the  case  of  the  predicates  of  propositions  (as  both  the  Word  and 
the  Meaning  are  in  the  present  case),  the  fact  is  that  by  the  force  of  the  action 
in  which  they  cohere,  they  are  zuade  concomitant ;  and  therefrom  results  the  relation 
of  mutual  restriction.  Even  between  the  Subject  and  the  Predicate,  there  is  this  con- 
comitance. The  subject  draws  the  action  to  itself,  and  the  action  reverts  to  it  only 
after  it  has  taken  with  itself  the  Predicate  which  forms  a  part  of  its  own.  In  the  case 
in  question,  the  predominant  factor  is  the  object  denoted $  and  this,  with  a  view 
to  the  accomplishment  of  its  comprehension,  takes  to  the  action  of  Denotation  ; 
this  latter,  in  its  turn,  takes  to  the  Word.  And  thus,  between  the  Word  and  its 
Meaning,  there  is  the  relation  of  being  restricted  to  the  same  action  (of  Denotation). 
This  rule  of  restriction  is  thus  explained  :  That  action  of  Denotation  which  has  the 
word  "  Cow  "  for  its  instrument  has  for  its  objective,  the  object  cow;  and  conversely, 
that  which  has  the  object  cow  for  its  objective  has  the  word  <l  Cow"  for  its  instrument. 
Though  this  restriction  could  not  apply  to  the  case  of  words  with  many  meanings,  or 
when  the  same  object  is  denoted  by  many  words, — yet  as  a  rule,  we  do  not  admit  of 
such  words  and  synonyms ;  as  this  would  make  the  signification  of  the  words  in  a 
particular  context  doubtful.  However  in  a  case  where  we  do  come  across  such  words, 
authorised  by  the  scriptures,  we  are  forced  to  accept  the  chance  of  doubtfulness.  But  the 
relation  above  explained  remains  intact,  iu  the  generality  of  cases,  the  other  cases 
being  only  exceptions  to  it. 

14.16  The  Word  being  the  instrument  and  i/he  meaning  the  objective.  The  Word 
helps  to  make  the  meaning  comprehended  and  thus  capable  of  usage  ;  and  thus, 
there  is  between  the  Word  and  its  Meaning,  this  relation  of  the  helper  and  the  helped, 
which  isvthe  same  as  that  of  the  expressor  and  the  expressed. 
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16.     It  has  already  been  proved  (above)  that  invariable  concomitance 
is  not  the  means  (of  signification). 

16*18.     "If  by  the  Word*  Sanjna'  (name)  be  meant  the  fact  of  Ita, 
being  the  means  of  comprehension,  then  it  could  not  be  the    integral 
part  of  denotation.     The  name  is  postulated  by  usage  according  as  the 
Word    is  found  leading  to  the  comprehension   (of    tfee  m-eaning)  ;  and 
the  name  itself  does  not  signify  the  meaning,  so  long  as   the  relation 
(of   the  name  with  the  meaning)  has  not  been  ascertained.     Therefore 
the  expressiveness  of  tlte  name  follows  subsequently,  as  in  the  case  of 
smoke  (which  leads  to  the  inference  of  fire,  after  the  invariable  concomi- , 
tanoe  of  the  two   has  been  ascertained).     And  hence,  like  the  smoke,  it 
(name)  would  not  form  the  integral  part  of  denotation/* 

18-21.  This  (Sanjnd)  is  not  of  the  same  character  as  smoke,  &c, 
Because  in  the  case  of  these  latter,  the  inference  (of  fire  from  smoke)  , 
results  after  the  invariable  concomitance  (of  fire  and  smoke)  1ms  been  , 
ascertained,  before  which  there  is  no  idea  of  the  smoke  aa  being  the 
means  of  comprehending  (the  existence  of  ire);  whereas  ia  the  present 
ca.se  (of  Verbal  denotation)  there  is  no  idea  of  invariable  ooticoraitoaco 
before  that  of  the  denotativeness  (of  the  Word).  Whenever  the  relation 
(of  the  Word  and  the  Object  denoted)  is  recognised  through  the  asser- 
>ns  of  old  (knowing)  people,  there — and  in.  no  other  form — at -once  folio  wa 
he  idea,  that  the  Word  is  the  means  of  the  comprehension  (of  the  said 
meaning). 

21-24.  In  some  places  old  people  assert  that  *auch  and  such  a 
meaning  is  to  be  understood  by  such  and  such  a  Word;'  in  other  placea 
they  say  *  this  is  the  expressive  (Word)  and  that  the  expressed  (mean- 
ing) ;*  while  in  other  cases,  younger  people  find  that  there  is  -an  action  (t>t 
the  middleaged  person  following  the  Verbal  utterance  (of  an  old  person 
directing  him  to  a  certain  course  of  action),  and  thereby  they  infer  thai 
the  middleaged  man  mast  have  comprehended  the  meaning  (of  the  -alder 
man's  utterance),  and  decides  that  c  because  tke  middleaged  man  baa 
understood  the  Word  to  denote  such  a  meaning,  therefore  ordinary  people 
know  these  to  have  the  characters  of  being  the  expressive  and  the 
expressed  respectively.' 

**  The  concomitance  ia  recognised  only  after  the  denotation,  has  been  accomplished, 
and  never  before  that. 

18.SI  In  the  case  of  smoke,  the  comprehension  w  preceded  by  the  idea  of  invari- 
able concomitance,  whereas  in  the  case  in  question,  it  is  quite  the  rererse* 

41.29  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  Inasmuch  as  it  is  only  a  Sen- 
tence uttered  by  the  old  man  that  is  found  to  express  'a  meaning,  denotativeness  must 
belong  to  the  Sentence,  and  not  to  the  Word."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  though 
at  first  there  is  such  a  mixed  up  comprehension,  when  the  Sentence  *  brmg  the  «ow  * 
is  pronounced, — yet  when  it  is  followed  by  another  direction — *  take  away  the  horse,* 
and  the  other  person  acts  accordingly,— then  the  boy  looking  apon  the  soe*e  comet  te 
-meanings  of  the  words  "  -cow  "  *ud  "  horse,"  -apart  from  the  Sentevoss. 
33 
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•••  *  T* 

24-25.  Thus,  though,  in  the  beginning,  the  denotativeness  (of  a  Word) 
xflr.&ft&d  to  be  mixed  up  (in  the  Sentence),  yet,  subsequently,  by  means  of 
affirmative  and  negative  concomitance,  the  meaning  of  the  "Word  is  asser- 
tained  apart  from  the  Sentence. 

•&iy2&26.  On  account  ofthe  presence  of.  such  multifarious  denotations, 
partaking  of  such  direrse  factors  as  class,  property,  substance,  action,  and  the 
ikuraifoid  sub-divisions  of  these,  quickly  brought  about  both  directly  and 
indii^ctly  (by  iudication), — ordinary  people  hare  no  cause  to  enquire  into 
ardeinite  ascertainment  of  the  one  specific  object  of  denotation. 
l.i  27-29.  People  versed  in  Syntax  (the  Mlmansakas)  however  only  dis- 
criminate it  in  order  to  get  at  the  comparative  strength  and  weakness  (among 
tEe  diverse  significations  of  a  Word).  (For  instance)  a  word  denotative 
of  the  class  is  weak  when  expressing  a  particular  individual  through 
indication,  because  such  indication  (of  the  particular  individual  by°a 
word  denotative  of  tfce  class)  is  intervened  by  the  ckus  (intervening 
between  the  word  and  the  individual  indicated).  Therefore  it  is  necessary 
that  some  discrimination  be  made  as  to  how  much  forms  the  (direct) 
denotation  of  a  Word,  and  how  much  is  indicated  by  means  of  the  denota- 
tion, through  an  eternal  relation. 

,*•:  29-31.  Since  when  the  general  word  ('cow')  is  used,  and  there  is 
BO;  mention  of  any  particular  kind  (of  cows),  we  find  the  former  (general 
name)  applying  to  the  particular  (kind  of  cow)  also;  and  again  since 
when  a  higher  genus  is  named  (U.  'living  beings'),  if  the  particular 

When  the  word  "  cow  *'  is  uttered,  the  person  brings  a  particular  animal,  which  is  not 
brought  when  that  particular  is  not  used.  Such  are  the  affirmative  and  negative  pro- 
cesses by  which  the  denotations  of  individual  words  come  to  be  ascertained. 

37.89  The  swnnum  genus  is  the  class  'substance,'  and  as  the  species  included 
therein,  we  have  the  classes,  *  Earth/  *  living  beings/  '  cow  ' — the  one  following  being 
a  species  under  the  preceding  class,  "  Earth  "  is  a  specific  of  the  class  *  substance/  and 
generic  with  regard  to  *  living  beings. '  Now,  if  the  word  *  Earth  *  be  made  to  express 
the  specific  class  of  '  living  beings  /  it  can  do  so  only  by  directly  denoting  the  class 
*  Earth/  and  thereby  indicating  the  class  *  living  beings*  as  included  within  itself; 
this  indication  being  necessarily  intervened  by  the  denotation  of  the  class  '  Earth/ 
and  thereby  being  a  little  weakened  iu  the  process.  We  have  a  Sentence  in  the 
Veda — "  Ahavaniye  juhoti "  ;  here  the  word  *  juhoti '  directly  denotes  the  homa  in 
general,  and  indicates,  through  that,  the  particular  Homa,  the  "  Patnisanyaja/'  for 
instance.  Another  sentence  is — "  Qdrhapatye  patnisanyajdn  "  ;  which  directly  denotes 
the  particular  Homos  as  to  be  performed  in  the  Garhapatya  fire  ;  and  hence  we  find 
that  the  relation  of  the  Patnisanyaja  to  the  Qarhapatya  is  much  closer  than  that  with 
the  Ihavaniyas ;  and  accordingly  this  latter  is  set  aside  in  favour  of  the  former.  If 
the  comparative  strength  of  denotation,  &o.,  were  not  determined,  then  we  would  have 
no  standard  by  which  to  arrive  at  a  definite  conclusion  in  the  case  cited. 

».8l  When  the  word  "  Cow  "  is  uttered,  even  if  the  particular  "red  "  kind  of  cow 
be  not  mentioned,  the  former  generic  name  /'  Cow "  is  found  to  apply  to  all  the 
different  kinds  of  cows  ;  and  thus  we  see  that  wherever  we  have  the  class  '  cow  *  we 
have  the  name  "  Cow.  "  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  higher  Genus—"  Substance  n  or 
14  livings  beings" — is  named,  even  if  there  is  no  mention  of  any  other  species  than  the 
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species  of  tins  (*  cow  ')  be  not  named,  the  former  name  ('  living  beings ' ) 
does  not  gi\re  any  idea  of  (the  particular  *  class  cow  ')  j  therefore  from 
sucli  affirmative  and  negative  concomitance,  there  arises  the  idea  that 
the  word  *  cow '  denotes  only  that  object  which  has  the  dewlap  &c. 

31-32,  Thus  we  find  that  at  first  we  have  (in  the  word  *  cow  ')  the 
character  of  signifying  (the  object  cow?) ;  and  based  upon  this  is  its  deno- 
tativeness  (or  expressiveness)  :  and  this  is  the  relation,  of  the  name  and 
the  named,  which  is  here  spoken  of  as  a  restricted  particular  relation,  '  inva- 
riable concfanitance.' 

33.  "  Inasmuch  as,  prior  to  the  recognition  of  the  relation  (between 
the  word  and  its   meaning),  the  words  *  cow, '   <fec.,  do  not  signify    the 
object, — such  words  cannot  have  any  denotative  power, — like  the  words 
1  Devadatta '  and  the  like.11 

34.  Just  as  it  is  by  usage  alone  that  a  word  is  cognised  as  signifying 
nn  object,  so  it  is  in  the  same  manner  that  we  have  the  cognition  of  its 
Denotative  power,   which    is  recognised  to   be   the  means  of  that  sig- 
nification. 

35.  Just  as  the  cognition  of  the  form  of  the  word  helps  the  final 
result  (in  the  shape  of  the  recognition  of  the  meaning    of  the  word),  so 
also  does  recognition  of  the   relation    (between  the  word   and  meaning) ; 
and  this  does  not  take  away  the  denotative  power  of  the  word. 

cow,  we  do  not  have  th0  word  "  cow  '*  applying,  in  the  absence  of  the  definite  class 
'Cow.1  Thus  we  find  that  when  the  cow  exists,  the  name  "  Cow  M  applies  to  it  j  and 
when  it  does  not  exist,  the  name  does  not  apply, — and  accordingly  we  conclude  that 
the  object  cow,  as  characterized  by  the  presence  of  the  dewlap,  <fcc.,  is  denoted  by  the 
word  «  Cow. " 

&1-M  The  particular  means  of  signification  are  threefold  :  (1)  the  senses,  which, 
by  their  mere  presence,  give  rise  to  the  idea  of  the  object,  as  being  in  contact  with 
themselves  j  (2)  the  Inferential  Middle  Term,  which  gives  an  idea  of  the  conolnsion 
through  the  premises ;  (3)  the  expressive  power  of  Words,  which  gives  an  idea  of  the 
object,  immediately  after  it  has  been  ascertained  that  such  a  word  signifies  such  an 
object.  In  the  case  cited,  we  find  that  ns  soon  as  the  mere  fact  of  the  word  "Cow  " 
signifying  the  object  cow  has  been  ascertained, — even  if  no  other  relation  between  them 
is  recognised — ,  we  at  once  obtain  an  idea  of  the  signification  of  the  word  "  Cow,  " 
whenever  it  happens  to  be  pronounced  ;  and  from  this  we  conclude  that  such  a  signi- 
fication, in  the  absence  of  any  other  relation,  must  be  based  upon  a  relation  other  than 
those  of  the  Sense-organs  and  the  Middle  Term  5  and  to  this  particular  relation,  we  give 
the  name  "  Denotative  "  or  "  Expressive  "  ;  and  it  is  this  relation  that  has  been  called 
"  invariable  concomitance  "  above  ;  because  in  the  case  of  the  Word  and  its  meaning, 
we  cannot  have  the  ordinary  invariable  *  concomitance  based  upon  the  identities  of 
location  or  duration. 

M  The  objector  has  been  made  to  urge,  in  the  Bhashya,  that   "  if  the  word  is  ex- 
pressive of  the  object,  wherefore  does  it  not  signify  it  the  first  time  that  it  is  heard  by 
a  person  "  ?   This  argument  is  explaine_d  in  the  KSrikS  :  just  as  the  word  "  Devadatta"  , 
can  have  no  inherent  deuotativeness,  &e.t  &c. 

&*  "  Means  "— i.e.,  the  process  whereby  the  object  is  signified  by  the  word.    This 
act  doea  not  strike  at  the  denotative  power  of  the  word. 
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36.'  In-  fact,  whatever  is  known  to  be  the  means  of  the  accomplish- 
ment of  anything,  it  always  stands  in  need  of  auxilliary  causes ;  but  this 
does  not  destroy  the  power  (or  capability)  of  the  former  accepted  cause. 

37-38.  There  is  no  cause,  either  in  tbe  ordinary  world  or  in  the 
Veda,  which  does  not  stand  in  need  of  an  accessory  aid,  afforded  by  a 
knowledge  of  the  process  (of  the  causal  action),  which  latter  is  necessary 
for  the  accomplishment  of  a  fall  idea  of  every  causal  relationship. 

38-39.  The  cause  is  distinguished  from  the  process,  by  means  of  » 
discrimination  of  the  intimate  (cognate)  from  the  foreign  (heterogenous)  j 
aitti  sometimes  the  said  distinguishing  depends  upon  the  option  of  the 
speaker ;  for  when  one  is  much  troubled  by  darkness,  he  is  found  to  ex- 
claim *  what  is  the  use  of  my  eyes,  when  my  seeing  has  to  be  brought 
about  by  the  nid  of  the  lamp  *  ? 

40.  But  as  a  general  rule,  we  find  that,  since  a  blind  man  cannot 
see  even  by  means  of  hundreds  of  lamps,  therefore  in  the  case  of  the 
perception  of  colour,  &c.,  the  only  manifesting  cause  is  the  eye  (and  no! 
the  tamp). 

41'.  The  eye  is  accepted  to  be  the  cause,  (1)  because  it  is  cognised 
to  be  stronger  (in  the  case  of  the  specific  visual  perception)  than  the  con- 
nection of  the  body,  soul  and  mind,  on  the  ground  of  (these  latter  being 
common  to  all  perception,  and  the  eye  itself)  having  a  specific  relation 
(to  the  perception  in  question),  and  (2)  because  it  is  found  to  be  in  closer 
proximity  to  the  seat  of  visual  perception  (than  the  acce8sories>  lamp,  &c.) 

42.  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  in  question,  the  cognition  of 
the  relation  (between  word  and  meaning)  is  only  an  accessory.  If  you 

**  It  is  not  tbe  Word  alone  that  stands  in  need  of  an  accessory  in  the  shape  of 
the  cognition  of  tlie  relation  between  the  -word  and  its  meaning ;  such  Is  the  case 
with  everything  that  Is  known  to  be  a  cause. 

IT  Eren  in  the  case  of  visual  perception  we  have  the  need  of  light;  but  this 
does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  fact  of  the  eye  haying  the  faculty  of  yision.  In  fact/ 
a  knowledge  of  the  process  of  the  operation  of  the  causes,— of  the  Eye  for  instance, — 
is  necessary  for  the  fall  recognition  of  its  causal  efficiency. 

M-W  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  When  both  the  <towse  (the  denota- 
tiye-  power  of  the  word)  and  the  process  (the  cognition  of  the  relation  between  the 
word  and  meaning)  are  expressed  by  the  word,  what  standard  hare  you  got  to 
differentiate  the  cause  from  the  procedure* "  ?  The  reply  is  that  that  which  is  more 
cognate  is  the  cause,  and  that  which  is  less  so  is  the  process. 

*l  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  We  do  not  see  eren  when  the  eye 
is  fnlly  active,  if  there  is  no  relation  between  the  Soul  and  the  Body,  and  the  Sonl 
and  the  Hind  (i.e.,  if  there  is  absent-mindedness),  therefore  it  is  this  latter  connection 
Jthatnmstbe  accepted  as  the  cause  of  perception,*1    The  sense  of  the. reply  is  that 
jthe  said  connection  is  a  factor  common  to  all  perceptions,  and  as  such,  cannot  be  accep- 
ted aa  tbe  specific  cause  of  a  particular  perception, — that  of  tbe  eye  for  instance,. 
.'  "•  :•    *8  The  real  cause  is  the  word,  on  account  of  its  close  proximity  to  the  .denotation. 
If  Wen  then  yon  persist  in  holding  the  cognition  of  the  relation  to  be  the  cause,  you 
'  are  welcome  to  it ;  and  we  will  not  try  to  persuade  you  any  farther. 
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hold  it  to  be    the  cause,    on  the  ground  of   simplicity,  ilien   wherefore 
should  anyone  dissuade  you  from  such  a  course  P 

43.  The  passage  of  the  Bhasliya  beginning  with  "  jnst  as  the  eye, 
Ac.,  f>  points  out  the  contradiction  (involved  in  the  argument  brought  for- 
ward by  the  objector,  in  Karika  33).    And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  eren  in  the 
case  of  *  Devadatta  *  (cited  as  an   instance,  in  the   same   Karika),  people 
accept  the  presence  of  a  latent  (denotative  power). 

44.  Inasmuch  as  even  in   the   presence   01   external  lights    in  the 
shape  of  lamps,  colour,  <fcc.,  are  not  perceived  by  the  blind,  and  because  of 
the  immediate  sequence  of  the  final  result  (visual  perception)  (to  the  action 
of  the  eye),  the  Eye  is  accepted  to  be  the  cause   (t*en  the  means  of  visual 
perception). 

45.  "  The  relation  of  the  name  (and  the  named   (t.e.,  the  denotative 
relation)  has  its  recognition  dependent  upon  human  agency  ;  and  as  such 
it  does  not  exist  prior  to  the  existence  of  men.     If  such  relation  be  desired, 
then  it  cannot  but  be  caused  (ie.,  not  eternal). 

46.  "  Since    the  two    are  located    in  different  places    and  tiine, 
therefore,  there  is  no  similarity  between  these  two  (Name  and  the  Named), 
—  just  as  between  the  jar  and  a  piece  of  rope,  and  hepce  there  cannot  be 
any  natural  relationship  between  them." 

Thus  ends  the  cJiapter  on  '*  Sambandhakshepa" 


12.  , 

OF  "  Sf  H(7TA." 

1.  When  the  substrate  has  been  recognised,  the  comprehension  of 
the  object  of  which  it  is  the  substrate  becomes  an  efwsy  matter.  And 
because  the  enquiry  deals  with  the  relation,  therefore  the  Bhashya  has  said 
"  now,  in  the  word  *  cow/  Ac."  .  . 

•**  *'  Xiatent,**  t.*.,—  brought  about  in  full  force,  as  soon  as  the  name  is  given  to 
*  particular  iadiyi<ltiat--(  f«Je  cfr.  on  "  Sense-perception  ")  . 

**,"M&vtitnJL$99icy**-~  the  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  Words  has  been  sbown  to* 
be  dependent  upon  the  utterances  of  experienced  persons,  Ac.  This  shows  that,  prior  to 
the  existence  oi  these  people,  the  relationship  between  the  wdfcd  and  its  meaning  d** 
not  exist.  And  as  such  it  cannot  be  eternal,  as  laid  doirn  in  the  Bhashya. 

46  It  is  a  fact  of  ordinary  experience  that  a  relation  is  found  to  subsist  between 
two  objects  that  are  in  some  way  identical.  The  name  and  the  named  (i.e.,  the  word 
and  its  meaning)  however,  are  in  no  way  identical,  either  in  extension  or  in  duration, 
as  shown  by  the  Bhashya  :  •*  The  word  is  in  the  mouth,  $"c.,  #*c.,".  Just  as,  there  being 
no  natural  connection  between  the  jar  and  the  rope,  their  only  connection  is  brought 
about  by  human  agency,  —  so,  iu  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  the  word  and  its 
meaning,  there  being  no  natural  relationship,  the  denotativeness  of  words  cannot  but 
be  accepted  to  be  created  by  human  agency  ;  and  as  such,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be 
eternal. 

1  Saya  the  Bhashya  :     "  Now  then  in  the  case  of    '  Gauh/  which   ia  the  word  "  ? 


2.  Who  by  himself  would  give  any  reply  to   such  theorists  as  hold 
theories  contrary   to  the  facts  of   Sense-perception  ?     Consequently  the 
Bhashya  cites  the  opinion  of  a  revered  person. 

3.  Those,  who  hold  the  cognition  of  the  word  to   depend  upon  the 
comprehension  of  its  meaning,  may  rest  for  the  time   being.    At  present 
we  consider  the   cognition  of  the  word   as   (it  appears)   through  Sense- 
perception. 

4>.  Our  "  Sense-perception "  is  not  incapable  (of  giving  rise  to  the 
cognition  of  the  word)  ;  and  when  the  objecfe  ('the  word)  has  been  ascer- 
tained by  means  thereof,  no  other  more  capable  means  is  possible,  with 
reference  to  which  (the  cognition  of  word)  could  be  considered, 

5.  Therefore  when  the  word  has  been  cognised  by  the  Ear,  whether 
it  denotes  its  meaning  or  not,  ifc  has  the  character  of  the  Word;  and  it 
is  only  thus  that  the  fact  of  common  experience  is  not  contradicted. 

6.  If  the  capacity  of  the   word  *  Word  '  depend  upon  the   compre- 
hension of  the  meaning,  then  an  entity,  other  than  the  Word,  will  have  to 
be  postulated, — because  the  word  c  Word  '  is  not  ordinarily  known  to  be 
so  dependent  (upon  the  comprehension  of  meaning). 

7.  Because  smoke,  &c.,  leading  to  the  comprehension  of  the  existence 
of  fire,  &c.,  cannot  be  said  to  be  words  ;  and  again  because  they  do  not  give 
any  sense, — the  name  "  (Jabda  "  could  not  be  denied  to  single  letters. 

8.  Even  prior  to  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning,   if  a  word  be 
duly  cognised  by  the  Ear,  the  name  (  Word  *  cannot  be  denied  to  it.     Con- 
versely, even  if  a  meaning  be  comprehended,  the  name  *  W  rd  *  cannot  apply 
to  that  which  is  not  comprehended  by  the  Ear. 

The  Klrika  anticipates  the  objection  that  the  opponent  lias  objected  to  the  presence  of 
any  eternal  relation  between  the  word  and  Its  meaning;  and  hence  what  was  necessary 
for  the  Bhashya  to  do  was  to^prove  the  eternality  of  such  relation.  The  sense  of  the 
Klrika  is  that  after  the  nature  of  the  word  itself  has  been  ascertained,  the  considera- 
tion of  its  relations  becomes  an  easy  matter. 

*  Says  the  Bhasya ;    "The  word  *  Gauh '  is  nothing  more  than  the  letters  ^a,   au 
and  the  Viaarga— as  declared  by  the  revered  TTpavarshV     The  Kariki  means  that  the 
name  of  Upavarsha  is  given,  not  with  a  view  to  show  that  the  opinion  is  not  a— 
greeable  to  the  Author  himself,  but  only  tc  cite  the   authority  of    a  revered  person  j 
as  the  Author  dare  not  contradict,  by  himself,  the  pet  theories  of  such  clever  people 
as  the  Vaiyikaranaa,  who  hold  the  word  to  be    something  quite  apart  from   the 
letters  it  is  composed  of,— a  theory  that  is  opposed  to  a  directly  perceptible  fact. 

*  The  word  *f  Word  "  is  known  in  the  world  to  be  that  which,  is  perceived  by   the 
Ear;  and  the  Ear  only  hears  the  letters;  hence  we  conclude  that  word  in  nothing  more 
than  the  component  letters, 

*  "Entity  oilier  than  the  Word,  '*•— -i.e.,  based  upon  the  denotation  of  the  meaning  by 
the  word,  which  could  not  be  expressed  by  th6  word,  "  Word  "  ^  because  that  would 
contradict  all  accepted  usage. 

7  If  the  mere  fact  of  bringing  about  the  comprehension  of  something  were  the 
sole  differentia  of  the  class  "  Word ,"  then  smoke  would  also  become  included  in  that 
class  j  because  it  brings  about  the  comprehension  of  the  existence  of  Fire.  And  again, 
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•     •    ate 

9.  As  a  matter  o£  fact,  we  findtbat  independently  of  one*&D$$ti*t9&J 
means  of  auditory  perception  are  comprehended,  in  their  respective^rms, 
the  letters  (constituting  a  word),  and  nofc  either  a  preceding  or 

object. 

10     Even  when  the  letter  is  uttered  with  the  least  effort,  it .; 
cleanly  recognised  as  a  full  letter,  or  it  is  not  recognised  at  all.    i i     ,JLt 

11.  Apart  from  the  letter  itself,   its  constituent  parts  are  , 
nised  ;  nor  are  these  ( parts)  ever  found  to  be  intermixed  with   t 

as  the  threads  are  with  the  piece  of  cloth.  :-;  s(i:iai?; 

12.  And  since  these  parts  are  never  cognised  ( by  means  of  Bense- 
perceptkm),  they  can  have  no  cogniserin  the  shape  of  a  Middle  Termuv  3jjFjw 
is  there  any  scripture  laying  down  such  cognition  with  regard  to  it.,:* -AnS 
since  it  is  not  perceived  (by  the  sense)  Analogy  cannot  apply  to  it. 

13.  Nor  would   there  be  any   inconsistency   in   the   letter,    if    thlal 
existence  of  such  parts  be  denied  ;  just  as  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  frjiefr 
case  of  such  parts  (of  binary  compounds,  as  atoms)  not  having  any  further, 
parts  (of  themselves). 

14.  Why  too,  should  not  the  letter,  devoid  of  any  constituent  parts,  be 
cognisable  by  Sense-perception  ?     As  in  the  case  of  the  Akaca,  so   in  the 
case  in  question  also,  we  would  have  for  the  Middle  Term  (in  an  inferential 
process  leading   to    the  cognition  of  such  partless  letters),  an  idea  (of  the 
letter)    devoid  of  any  notion  of  the  parts. 

15.  Like  lka$a  too,  even  when  there  is  difference  of  locality,  there 
can  be  no  real  difference  among  the  letters  themselves.     "But  then  if  they 
if  that  were  the  sole  differentia,  then  a  single  letter,  nofc  capable  of  giving  any  sense, 
would  cease  to  be  included  in  the  said  class-     Both  these,  the  inclusion  aa  well  as   the 
exclusion,  are  equally  absurd. 

*  The  letters  ga,  <fcc.,  are  those  that  are  heard  by  the  Bar;  nothing  besides  these 
can  be  so  heard.  By  the  phrase  *  preceding  object  *  nre  meant"  the  constituent  parts  of  a 
letter,  and  by  *  subsequent  object '  are  meant  the  classes  *  Gatwa  *  *  Autwa*  and  *  Gocub- 
datwa,  *  the  word  *  tfattb  *  considered  as  one  component  whole  apart  from  the  letters, 
and  such  other  assumptions  as  the  "  Sphota  "  and  the  rest. 

10  This  karika  proves  that  as  a  fact  of  Sense-perception,  no  constituent  parts  of 
letters  are  ever  cognised,  No  intermediate  course  is  possible.  Even  when  the  letter  ia 
only  whispered,  it  is  either  fully  recognised  as  the  letter,  or  being  not  heard  it  is  not 
cognised  at  all. 

**  They  are  not  cognised  by  means  of  Inference. 

IS  The  atom  which  is  a  part  of  the  binary  compound,  is  accepted  to  be  without 
any  parts  of  its  own  ;  and  if  there  is  no  inconsistency  in  this,  there  can  be  none  in  the 
denial  of  parts  to  letters.  Therefore  the  cognition  of  any  such  parts  of  letters  cannot 
be  said  to  be  due  to  Apparent  Inconsistency* 

A*  4|  Middle  Term'* — The  argument  may  be  thus  stated — **  Letters  are  without 
parts — because  we  have  a  sensuous  cognition  of  these  as  devoid  of  parts—just  as  we 
have  one  of  Aka9a." 

i*  Though  the  letter  ga  may  be  found  in  different  places,  yet  it  is  the  same  every- 
where, just  as  the  Akac.  a  is  the  same  everywhere.  With  this  Karika  begins  the  denial  of 
the  * '  subsequent  objects  " — spoken  of  in  K.  9.  And  the  Author  begins  with  t'he  denial  of 
the  olafis  "  Gativa. n  The  meaning  is  that  all  *ga'  is  one  and4feeH»m$;tHe'difrerenc 
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were  all  the  same)  there  could  be  no  idea  of  difference  among  them." 
(Reply),  How  then,  have  you  the  idea  of  singleness  (of  the  class  *  Gatwa ')  P 
16*  Question :  "  We  have  the  idea  of  singleness  with  regard  to  the  das* 
('•Qatwa  *),  and  that  of  diversity  with  regard  to  the  individual  ga's.  We 
do  not  hold  to  the  diversity  (of  the  individuals)  alone]  and  therefore  it 
is  not  impossible  for  us  to  have  an  idea  of  singleness  (of  the  class)," 

17.  fiat  in  tire  caae  of  letters,  apart  from  the  class  "  Word  "   ('  £ab- 
i&ftoa'),  We  have  no  other  class  applying  to  them  as  distinct  from  the  indivi- 
dual (letters ).    And  if  there  is  no  other  class  (applying  to  the  individual 
letter),  it  can  only  be  a  letter  (and  not  a  dass). 

18.  The  idea  that  it  is  the  same  (letter)  does  not  savour  of  similar- 
ity, because  there  is  no  similarity  in  the  absence  of  a    similarity  of  con- 
stituent  parts,  &nd  there  are  no  such  parts  in  letters. 

19*    Because  the  letter  ga  is  an  object  of  Sense-perception,  therefore 

ihe  preclusion  of  its  contraries  can  be  of  no  use  (in  its  cognition)  ;  nor,  at  the 

..  time  (of  the  cognition  of  the  letter  go),  is  any  denotative  word  or  any 

Middle  Term,  cognised  (and  as  such  the  cognition  cannot  be  either  verbal 

or  inferential). 

I         20.    Question :  u  Just  as  in  the  case  of  ga,  &c.,  we  postulate  the  class 
1  'Word*  ( '  gabdatwa  * ),  and  as  in  the  case  of  the  different  species  of 
!  cows,  we  have  the  class  *  Cow/ — so  in  the  same  manner,  why  could  not  we 
postulate  the  class  Mffatwa '  (as  applying  to  all  ga*s)  "  P 

21-23.  Answer:  When  the  different  individual  cows,  and  the  different 
ga's,  have  been  recognised  in  the  form  of  individuals,  they  become,  as  such, 
incomprehensible  by  any  idea  of  class;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  we 
admit  of  (such)  classes  (aa  *Gatwa'  and  '  pabdatwa '  to  admit  of  the  com** 

places  where  they  occur  not  making  them  distinct  individuals.  Hence  as  there  in  no 
multiplicity  of  individuals,  there  can  be  no  such  class  as  "  Gatwa."  The  objector  urge* 
that  if  there  word  no  multiplicity  of  individuals,  we  co*ld  have  no  such  notion  as  that 
'  this  ga  is  long  and  that  pa  '••  U  short.  * .  Ac,  The  Author  meets  this  by  a  counter- 
question. — "  How  can  yon  have  any  idea  «f  the  singleness  of  the  class  '  QatwaS  whom 
you  hold  the  individuals  to  be  entirely  distinct "  f 

»«  That  the^akthesameas  tbeoneseeti  eteewhere. 

1»  The  Bauddhiw  assert  (^<s  |^0c?uAwn  of  the  contrary  (Aftiha)  to  he  the  moans  of 
cognising  an  object/  The  Karikt  means  to  «ay  that  the  cognition  of  a  letter  cannot 
be  amenable  to  Aie  ne^ve  raeaBs,  becaoge  it  is  fonnd  to  i>6  perceptible  by  the 
senses;  nor  do  we  know  of  a»y  word  that  can  denote  the  letter  \  therefore  a  cognition 
of  this  Utter  oannofc  be  held  to  be  Yerbal  j  and  as  DO  proper  Middle  Term  is  possible, 
it  cannot  be  inferential.  , 

^  It  is  proper  for  the  Banddha,  who  denies  -all  class,  to  deny  the  class  "  ftcrttoa  "also. 
Bnt  tne  Mtmamaka.  admits  of  such  classes  as  "  Qabdatwa"  and  "  Gottva" ;  why  then 
should  tie  deny  the  class  "  Qatwa  "  which  is  similar  to  these  ? 

*IA&  We  deny  the  fact  of  "  Qatwa. "  being  a  ckw,  mot  without  reasons  ;  our  chief 
rewen  fordoing  so  is  that  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  such  class,  aipart  from  the^jlass 
fl  (jabdatwa "j -among  the  many  "gra*«"  we  have  nn  idea  that  'this  ^ga  is  a  Qabdat 
and  'fo&  go,  is  a  (Jab da, '  just  as  in  the  c*5e  of  different  kinds  of  ccius,  we  conceive 
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prehension  of  the  individual  cows  and  <;«'$).  Whereas  in  the  case  of  the 
presence  of  each  diversity  as  the  long  ga,  the  short  go,,  &c.,  the  one  indivi- 
daal  ga  is  not  recognised  as  distinct  from  another  individual  ga.  Therefore 
the  letter  (ga)  being  one  only  there  can  be  only  one  Idea  (with  regard 
to  it).  The  presence  of  such  diverse  specific  cognitions  (as  the  *  long  ga,  ' 
the  c  short  gat*  &c.),  must  be  explained  as  being  due  to  the  diversity 
of  the  manifesting  cause  (the  uttering  of  the  letter  with  different  degrees 
of  effort,  &c,,  <fcc.) 

24.  Just  as  your  class  '  Gatwa,'    even  when  cognised  by  means  of 
such  particular  instances  as  the  long,   &c.,  is  accepted  to  be  one  only,  — 
so  would  also  be  our  individual  letter. 

25.  You  accept  the  diversity  (in.  the  individual  case  of  the  long  ga,  the 
short  ga,  $*<?.),  as  *  caused  by  a  diversity  in  the  specific  characters  of  the 
individuals  constituting  (lit.  manifesting)  the  class;    and  we  could  also 
explain  the  diversity  (in  the.  case  of  the  long  ga,  the  short  ga9  &c.),  to   be 
caused  by  "the  diversity  in  the  degrees  of  effort  used  in  the  utterance   of 
each  of  these, 

26.  Therefore  all  that  is  necessary  in  cognition  we  can  get  from  the 
letter  alone  ;  and  whatever  is  perceived  (to  be  distinct)   in  different  indi- 
viduals is  well  explained  as  being  due  to  the  different  degrees  of  effort  in 
utterance.    Hence  such  notions,  as  those  of  the  doss  *  Gatwa  '  and  the  like 
must  be  rejected  as  useless. 

27*  Even  if  such  a  class  as  *  Gatwa  *  were  subsequently  assumed,  it 
would  be  extremely  difficult  to  prove  the  facts  of  its  being  omnipresent, 
eternal,  and  inhereing  in  every  individual  {ga). 

28-29.  The  individual  letter,  on  the  other  hand,  is  accepted  by 
both  of  us  ;  then,  just  as  you  attribute  etemality,  &e.,  to  the  assumed  (doss 
4  Gatwa  *),  so  you  can  attribute  it  to  the  individual,  which  is  an  established 
entity  for  both  us.  Thus  top  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  accepting  its 
inherence  in  the  individuals  (because  all  the  individuals  being  identical,  the 
character  of  the  letter  ga  must  inhere  equally  in  all). 

that  *  this  is  a  cow  and  that  is  a  cowf  *  &o.t  Ao.  Such  nofciona  of  every  *  yd  *  being 
a  qdbda  would  not  be  possible,  if  there  wet*  no  such  class  as  *  gtibfotowf*  which  latter 
therefore  we  cannot  deny.  In  the  i  <jase  of  such  notions  as  the  'long  g&*  the  short  , 
(  ga*  and  the  like,  the  diversity  13  due  to  the  difference  in  the  degrees  of  effort  in  the 
utterance  of  each  letter  5  and  t^e  diversity  being  thus  explained,  it  is  not  admissible 
to  postulate  a  distinct  class  in  the  shape  of  *'  Gcdwa."  The  Hengtht  shortness  ,  &c.,  are 
the  properties  of  the  same  individual  *  gaf  Justus  '  bravery  *  'cowardice/  Ale.,  are  those 
ot,  the  same  individual  Devadatta. 

8*  Even  when  yon  admit  of  the  class  *  Gatwfa,  '  yon  cannot  deny  snoh  'diversities  as 
those  of  the  long  '  ga  ',  the  short  '  ga,  '  &c.  You  wonld  explain  this  as  being  caused  by 
the  diversity  in  the  specific  characters  of  the  individual  long  gd*st  short,  ga'*,  <fcc.  Bnfc 
in  our  case  also,  though  we  hold  the  letter  to/  be  one  oiily,  we^  conM  explain  the  diver- 
sity  as  being  based  upon  the  different  degrees  of  effort  in  the  utterance  of.  tb 
and  the  thort  l  ga,  *  &c.  x  ''  ' 
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29-30.  In  the  case  of  tlie  consonants,  we  bare  no  such  diversity 
(as  the  long,  short,  <fec.), — which  diversity  is  recognised  only  on  account  of 
the  tinge  of  the  vowel  (accompanying  each  consonant) ;  and  with  regard 
to  this  diversity,  we  discriminate  the  fact,  tliafc  it  is  not  found  to  apply 
to  the  pure  consonants  (by  themselves,  apart  from  the  accompanying 
vowel). 

31.  Even  in  tbe  case  of  the  vowels,  the  notion  of  long,  short,  &c.t 
would  only  be  due  to  extraneous  influences  (of  the  different  degrees  of 
effort  in  utterance), — because  it  belongs  to  the  letter, — just  as  the  notions 
of  the  class  c  letter '  and  the  *  consonant y  belong  to  the  letter,  and  are 
due  to  extraneous  influences. 

£2,  The  letter  ega'  is  not  recognised  to  be  the  substrate  of  the 
class  *  Gatwa,*  as  abstracted  (from  the  individual  *  ga/)» — because  it  is  not 
comprehensible  by  any  other  idea  save  that  of  the  individual  *  ga  * — like 
the  class  *  Gatwa  f  which  is  assumed  by  others  (Vaiceshikas). 

33-34.  Since  our  conclusion  is  a  negative  one,  and  since  the  two 
premises  also  are  negative,  the  fact,  of  the  instance  being  such  as  iff 
not  accepted  by  any  one  of  the  two  parties  concernedy  does  not  in  any 
way  affect  our  argument.  Or,  for  the  above  conclusion  ("that  the  letter 
ga  is  not  recognised  to  be  the  substrate  of  the  class  '  Gatwa ' "),  we  can 
have  another  reason  (Middle  Term  or  minor  premiss)  based  on  the  fact  of 
its  being  a  letter, — like  the  letter  *"  dha/  This  conclusion  is  not  contrary 
to  Sense-perception,  because  a  contradictory  proposition  is  never  cog- 
nisable. 

35.  In  denying  the  class  '  cow/  on  the  other  hand,  there  would  be  a 
decided  contradiction  of  a  fact  of  Sense-perception ;  because  (in  the 
absence  of  auch  a  class)  there  would  be  no  such  notion  of  the  class  ('  cow'} 
and  the  individual  cow  (as  belonging  to  it),  which  is  a  fact  ordinarily 
perceived  by  the  Sense. 

36-37.  In  this  latter  case  (of  the  class  *  cow  ')*  if  the  object  were 
one  only  (i.e^  if  all  individuals  were  identical,  as  in  the  case  of  the  letter  ga)T 
then  (in  that  case)  we  could  not  explain  the  diversity  (of  the  *  black  cowy  * 

SS-S*  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  inasmuch  as  the  Mimansaka  himself  does 
not  admit  of  the  class  u  Gatwa/1  how  could  he  cite  it  as  an  instance  in  his  argument  ? 
The  Sense  of  the  reply  is  plain*  *f  Gontradict&ry  proposition " — that  there  is  a  class 
"  Gatwa  "  which  inheres  in  each  individual  "  ga."  The  meaning  of  the  Karika  it  that 
no  such  class  being  perceptible,  our  conclusion  cannot  be  Baft}  to  be  contrary  to  Sense* 
perception. 

*  W  in  the  case  of  the  letter  '  ga?  we  have  proved  that  all  the  individuals  are 
identical*  becatise  the  letter  "  ga  "  i»  one  only.  In  the  case  of  the  cow,  on  the  other 
hand,  we  have  many  distinct  individual  cows,  *ucjk  *a»  the  red  cow,  the  Wotffc  cow,  &a, 
all  of  which  have  the  common  character  of  the  "cow,"  consequently,  inasmuch  as  the 
character  of  the  "  cow  n  is  found  to  inhere  in  many  distinct  individuals,  we  cannot  but 
admit  of  the  class  "  cow/1  in  order  to  comprehend  aU  the  different  kinds  of  cows,  ^J  * 
single  word. 
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the  *  red  cow,*  &c.),  as  being  due  to  the  diversity  in  any  manifesting  agency, 
Because  (i**  the  case  of  the  class  '  cow  ')  there  is  no  other  manifesting 
agency  save  the  individual  cow  ;  though  in  the  other  case  (of  the  letter 
*  g&  ')  we  have  the  difference  of  degree  in  the  tone  of  utterance.  The 
class  *  cow  '  is  always  found  to  be  indicated  by  the  individual  cow  ;  hence 
it  is  that  among  the  different  individuals  we  become  cognisant  of  the 
single  class  '  cow,' 

38.  Question  :  "  One,  to  whom  both  are  objects  of  auditory  perception, 
could  have  the  dual  conception.  ;  for  you,  however  the  tone  of  utterance 
being  snpersensuous,  how  could  any  specific  cognition  (of  individuals)  be 
brought  about  by  means  of  these  (ton§s  of  utterance)  P" 

39.  I&  reply  to  this,  some  people  assert  that  when  a  sound  is  cognised 
by  the  Ear,  as  affected  by  the  difference  in  the  degree  of  tone,  —  then  it  is 
that  there  is  a   comprehension  of  this  degree  of  tone,  brought  about  on 
account  of  its  being  mixed  up  with  tlte  letters* 

40.  Or,  that  there  is  no  cognizance  of  these  (dhwams)  ;  it  is  the  mere 
cognizance  of  Cabda  that  is  brought   about    by  means  of  dhwani.    Even 
the  Yai$eshika  becomes  cogni  sant  of  the  intensity,  <&c.,  of  the    Sound 
only  through   affection  (of  the  ' 


3S  The  conceptions  of  the  Individual  and  the  class  are,  in  our  opinion,  both  objects 
of  auditory  perception  ;  and  as  such,  it  is  quite  possible  for  the  objects  of  these  con- 
ceptions themselves  to  be  perceived  by  the  same  organ  of  perception.  Your  "  Nada" 
on  the  otfrer  hand,  consisting  as  it  does  of  differences  in  the  intensity  of  the  vibra- 
tion of  the  air  particles,  cannot  be  amenable  to  such  perception  ;  and  as  such  this  could 
not  bring:  about  any  conception  of  the  letter  "  get"  which  is  an  object  of  auditory 
perception, 

*9  The  degree  of  tone  is  neither  airy,  nor  consisting  of  the  conjunction  and  dis- 
junction of  air-  waves  ;  it  is  only  a  property  of  the  Air,  a  particular  form  of  Sound 
known  as  *  Dhwani  '  or  *  Nada,'  Ac.  Sound  is  of  two  kinds—  one  being  in  an  entirely 
undiffereti  Mated  state,  and  the  other  consisting  of  the  various  letter  sounds  ;  both  of  these 
equally  belong  to  the  class  "  (Jabda."  Of  the  latter  sort,  are  the  letters  '  ga,'  <fcc,,  while 
the  sound  of  the  drum  is  of  the  former  kind,  Thus  then,  Qabda  in  the  form  of  "Bhwani  is 
a  property  of  the  Air  ;  and  it  is  this  that  is  the  manifesting  agency  of  the  letters  *  ga,* 
<fcc.  Consequently,  as  soon  as  the  air-waves,  in  the  form  of  Dhwani,  have  struck  the 
tympanum,  the  Ear  becomes  affected  by  them  ;  and  by  means  of  the  Ear  thus  affected, 
the  Dhwani  becomes  perceived,  and  £s  comprehended,  sometimes,  as  an  undifferen- 
tiated  sound,  as  in  the  case  of  the  drum,  while  at  other  times,  it  is  found  to  manifest  a 
certain  distinct  letter  —  sound  ;  and  having  thereby  become  mixed  up  with  the  utter- 
ance of  the  letters,  it  comes  to  be  cognised  as  thus  mixed  up.  Even  in  the  utterance  of 
letters,  we  are  cognisant  of  the  mere  sound,  as  apart  from  the  letters,  specially  when  we 
differentiate  the  distance  of  sounds,  through  a  difference  in  their  intensity.  Therefore 
in  our  case  also,  Dhwani  is  an  object  of  Sense-perception,  being  perceptible  by  the  Ear  ; 
and  hence  even  for  us,  a  dual  conception  is  not  an  impossibility. 

40  This  Karika  presents  another  solution  of  the  difficulty  raised  in  K.  38,  Even 
the  Yaiijeshika,  who  admits  of  the  class  '  Gativa,1  accepts  the  presence  of  the  different 
degrees  of  intensity  —  high,  low,  &c.  But  these  he  cannot  represent  as  the  properties 
of  Sound,  which  according  to  him  is  itself  a.  property  (of  Akien)  and  as  such 
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41-44.  (1).  Those  who  have  their  minds  affected  by  the  perversities 
of  bile,  perceive  *  sweet '  to  be  *  bitter,'  and  *  white '  to  be  *  yellow ' ;  (2) 
similarly  those  who  are  running  fast,  or  moving  in  a  boat,  mistake  tlie 
fixed  mountains,  &c.,  to  be  moving ;  (3)  and  again  those  who  have  applied  the 
fat  of  the  frog  to  their  eyes,  mistake  a  piece  of  bamboo  to  be  a  serpent. 
In  the  same  manner  people  have  an  idea  of  the  class  (  '  Gratwa ')  as  having 
the  properties  of  highness  and  lowness,  by  means  of  the  highness  and 
lowness  of  individualletters  <ga/&c. ;  just  as  in  the  above  cases,  there  is  a 
mistaken  cognition  of  the  manifested  bitterness,  <fcc.,  even  in  the  absence 
of  any  cognition  of  the  element  of  mistake  in  the  manifesting  agency  (per- 
verted Sense  of  Taste,  <fec.),  brought  about  by  the  recognition  of  their  true 
causes  (the  perversities  of  bile,  &c.)* 

45-46.  Some  people  hold  the  short  and  long  sounds  of  the  same 
vowel  ( <J| )  to  be  distinct  individual  letters ;  because,  like  the  high  and 
low  sounds  (of  consonants),  the  utterance  (of  the  sound  a)  is  not  neces- 
sarily concomitant  (with  that  of  a).  And  thus  they  postulate  a  class 
Atwa '  as  belonging  to  the  three  individuals  (a,  a,  and  a). 

incapable  of  having  any  property  of  its  own.  [The  Himansaka  holds  Sound  to  be  a 
distinct  substance].  Consequently^  the  Vaiseshika  holds  that  though  Highness  or  Low- 
ness  cannot  belong  to  the  Sound,  yet  they  are  cognised  by  means  of  a  conception  which 
is  affected  by  the  differences  of  intensity  of  the  tone  of  the  utterance.  In  the  same  man- 
ner, in  oar  case  also,  when  the  has  Dhwani  entered  the  Ear,  and  leaves  it  soon  'after, 
then,  in  that  case,  the  affection  of  the  Ear  caused  by  this  speedy  striking  and  return 
continues  for  a  very  short  time  ;  and  thereby  the  Sound  too  conies  to  be  produced,  at 
that  very  time,  in  accordance  with  the  aforesaid  affection  of  the  Ear,  and  disappears 
soon  afters  and  this  speedy  appearance  and  disappearance  constitutes  what  is  known 
as  the  shortness  or  lowness  of  the  Sound,  its  highness  consisting  of  a  longer  stay  in  the 
Bar  of  the  air  waves  (Dhwani),  and  hence  also  of  the  Sound  itself.  And  thus,  though 
the  shortness,  $*c,,  really  belongs  to  the  manifesting  agency  of  the  Vhwani,  yet  through 
extreme  proximity,  they  come  to  be  attributed  to  the  manifested  'Sound  j  and  the 
Dhwani  only  becomes  the  means  of  rendering  the  Sound  cognisable j  and  as  such,  it  can 
be  the  means  of  differentiating  the  individual  letters,  as  short,  long,  Ac. 

>l-*4  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  M  When  Dhwani,  the  cause  of  the 
mistaken  notions  of  shortness^  &o.,  is  itself  uncoguised,  how  can  the  shortness,  Ac.,  be 
cognised?'1  In  reply,  the  Author  proceeds  to  cite  a  number  of  well-known  examples} 
where  people  have  mistaken  notions  even  in  the  absence  of  any  recognition  of  the 
agency  that  brings  about  such  misconceptions.  People,  with  disordered  bile,  perceive 
the  conchshell  to  be  yellow,  even  before  they  are  cognisant  of  their  bilious  disorder. 
So  too,  in,  the  case  at  issue,  we  can  have  mistaken  notions  of  the  shortness,  &o.,  of  a 
letter,  based  upon  the  said  characteristics  of  the  Dhwani  (that  precedes  the  particular 
letter — Bound),  even  in  the  absence  of  any  cognition  of  this  Dhwani  itself. 

46.46  Whether  the  consonant  sound — of  *  ga  *  for  instance — be  high  or  low,  it  is 
always  accompanied  by  the  same  ga —  sound.  In  the  case  of  the  vowel  however,  we  have 
the  long  vowel  expressing  something  entirely  different  from  that  afforded  by  the  short, 
— e.g.,  in  the  word  "  Agamana  "  (coming)  and  "  Agamana  "  (not  going) ;  this  difference 
cannot  be  denied ;  though  both  'a'  and  *  a'  and  the  tripple  *  a  '  belong  to  the  same 
vowel-class  *  atwa*  * 
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46-48.  Others  however  assert,  that  the  assumption  of  such  a  class 
is  not  proper ;  because  the  name  *  Aiwa  *  could  not  apply  to  the  long  and 
the  acute  (which  are  pronounced  a,  and  5) ;  in  the  same  manner,  the 
name  *  Atwa '  would  not  belong  to  the  short  and  the  acute ;  nor  could  the 
acute  belong  to  the  other  two ;  inasmuch  as  it  cannot  be  recognised  as 
belonging  to  each  of  the  three,— as  we  have  the  name  c  cow  '  applying  to 
all  the  cows — be  they  black,  or  red. 

49.  The  word  "  avarna-kula"  may  be  explained  as  being  based  upon  the 
identity  of  the  location  of  the  utterance  in  the  body, — like  the/ore^and  the 
like.  It  is  only  an  expression  denoting  a  collection  (of  vowels),  and  it  is  not 
indicative  of  any  such  class  (as  *  Atwa  '). 

50.  The  distinction  of  the  letter  itself  into  long  and  short,  would  be 
contradictory  to  the  theory  of  the   eternal  character   of  words :  for,  how 
can  the  letter,  which  is  eternal,  be  said  to  be   measured  (in  its  utterance) 
by  duration  (of  its  pronunciation)  ? 

51.  Therefore  it  is  the  utterance  of  the  vowel  that  depends  upon  the 
duration  ( length  or  shortness)  of  pronunciation,  as  lasting  for  two  or  three 
moments.     The  letter  itself  cannot  be  affected  by  such  duration. 

52.  Obj.    "  But  in  that  case  the  length,  <fcc.,  of  the  vowels  would  (like 
highness,  $*c.)y  cease  to  form  an  integral  part  of  the  letters;  inasmuch  as  (ac- 
cording to  you)  it  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  expressive  (letters  and 
words)."    JBep.    For  us,  the  means  of  denotation  are  the  letters  recognised 
as  such  (long,  short,  &c.,  by  the  specialities  of  pronunciation). 

58.  A  meaning  is  got  out  of  only  such  letters  (either  long  or  short 
or  acute)  as  have  previously  been  found  to  be  denotative  of  that  particular 
meaning.  If  it  be  asked — "  how  can  there  be  any  (correct)  comprehension 
of  meaning  by  a  mistaken  means  ?  "  ( We  reply  that)  the  mistake  does 
not  affect  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning. 

«* 

*9  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  If  there  is  no  snch  class  as  *  Atwa  * 
how  would  you  account  for  the  presence  (in  the  Mdhabhashya  t>f  Patanjali)  of  snch  an 
expression  as  *  Avarndkula,  *  as  applied  to  all  the  vowels  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is 
that  the  said  expression  only  serves  to  indicate  all  the  vowels  taken  collectively  j  exactly 
as  the  word  "forest"  indicates  all  the  trees  considered  as  one  corporate  whole  $  and. 
the  comprehension  of  all  the  vowels  by  means  of  the  single  expression  "  Avarnakula  " 
ia  due  to  the  fact  of  all  vowel-sounds,  proceeding  from  the  throat. 

w  The  meaning  of  the  expression  "  a  short  vowel "  is  *  a  vowel  that  lasts  for  a 
short  time  *  j  and  this  would  be  contrary  to  the  theory  of  the  eternality  of  Letters. 

51  The  c  Mraswct  '  (  short )  is  held  to  last  for  one  moment,  the  "  Dirgha  "  (Long) 
for  two  moments,  and  the  "Pluta"  (Extra  Long)  for  three  moments. 

63  The  fruit,  mango,  is  once  found  to  be  expressed  by  the  word  "  Jf«tr«,M  as  ut- 
tered by  an  experienced  person.  Latterly  the  young  man  will  comprehend  the  fruit 
only  as  denoted  by  that  particular  combination  of  sounds  which  he  has  heard  from 
the  older  man.  Thus  though  the  length,  &o.,  are  the  properties  of  the  pronunciation, 
yet  they  are  so  mixed  up  with  the  Letters  themselves  that  they  are  mistaken  to  be 
the  properties  of  these  latter ;  land  hence  they  come  to  be  accepted  as  forming 
integral  parts  of  thes«  . 
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54.  Just  as  the  speed  of  the  horse,  though  a  property  of  another 
(the  horse),  may  be  indicative  of  the  (dashing  or  urgent)  business  of  the  rider 
so,  for  us,  could  the  specialities  of  pronunciation  be  attributed  to  letters. 

55.  "Bat if  length,  <fcc.,  be   not  eternal,  the  expressive  word  would 
also  become  non-eternal."    This  objection  is  to  be  set  aside  in  a  manner 
similar  to  the  treatment  of  the  order  of  letters  forming  a  word. 

56.  In  the  same  manner  the  comprehension  of  the  accents,  broad,  &c., 
depends  entirely  upon  the  speciality  of  pronunciation  (and  does  not  belong 
to  the  Letter).     We  never  recognise  any  difference  based  upon  accents,  af 
we  do  in  the  case  of  the  length,  fyc* 

57-58.  If  we  accept  the  accents  to  be  forms  of  one  and  the  same  Letter, 
then  we  could  explain  their  difference  (as  broad,  <fcc.),  in  the  same  manner 
as  we  do  the  highness,  &o.  (of  pronunciation).  In  this  case  (of  the  differently 
accentuated  vowels)  we  do  not  stand  in  need  of  any  other  sound,  as  we  do 
in  the  case  of  another  Letter.  And  it  is  these  sounds  (and  not  the  vowels 
themselves)  that  have  to  be  accepted  as  endowed  with  the  characters  os 
softness^  acuteness,  &o, 

58  59.  Even  when  the  Letter  is  one,  the  sound  is  of  two  kinds, — one 
serving  the  purpose  of  indicating  the  forms  of  Letters,  and  another 

"  Does  not  affect,  &c."— The  mistake  lies  only  in  the  attribution  of  the  properties 
of  length,  Ac.,  to  the  Letters,  and  in  nothing  else  beyond  that.  Hence  though  the  means 
of  comprehension  is  a  mistaken  one,  yefc  that  does  nottonoh  the  truth  of  the  comprehen- 
sion itself.  17.0.,  the  notion  of  the  redness  of  the  crystal,  which  is  a  mistaken  one, 
leads  to  the  inference  of  the  presence  of  a  red  object  near  it;  from  which  we  conclude 
that  though  the  means  may  be  a  mistaken  one,  the  effect  may  be  qaite  true. 

6*  Therefore  the  vowel  is  only  one;  and  the  properties  of  length,  &c.,  belong  in 
realifcy  to  the  duration  of  its  utterance,  and  are  only  falsely  attributed  to  itself. 

6&  "  Become  non^eternal  "—because  the  word  depends  for  its  denotation  upon  the 
length  or  shortness  of  the  rowels  constituting  it.  Just  as  though  the  order,  in 
which  certain  Letters  appear  in  a  word,  is  nob  everlasting,  yet  the  word  itself  is  eternal ; 
eo  in  the  same  manner,  though  the  specialities  of  the  pronunciation  may  be  non-eternal, 
yet  that  does  not  affect  th#  eternality  of  the  word  itself. 

W  The  length,  Ac.,  of  a  vowel  are  at  times  found  to  change  the  meaning  of  words ; 
and  in  this  they  are  found  to  produce— though  only  as  a  mistake— the  notion  of  a  differ- 
ence between  the  long  vowel  and  the  short ;  but  no  such  difference  is  found  to  exist  in 
the  case  of  accents.  So  the  claims  of  these  latter  are  even  mach  weaker  than  those 
of  the  properties  of  length,  &c. 

17.68  « In  this  case,  $*c." — This  anticipates  the  following  objection :   "  In  the  case  of 
the  different  accents,   we  carmot  but   postulate  sb   many  different  sounds  as  belonging 
to  the  Letter;  and  hence,  wherefore  should  we  not  accept  a  difference  among  the  various 
phases  of  the  same  vowel,  instead  of  assuming  so  many  distinct  sounds  "  ?    The  sense  • 
of  the  reply  is  that,  of  any  one  Letter,— whatever  its  accent,  &c.,  might  be—the  sounds 
are  always  of  one  and  the  same  kind ;  and  as  such  we  have  not  got  to  postulate  many 
sounds.  It  is  only  in  the  case  of  another  Letter,  that  a  distinct  sound  has  to  be  admitted  • 

68.69  The  sounds  that   conjointly  and  simultaneously   define   the   word  are  those 
that  bring  about  the  comprehension  of  the  Letters ;   and  those  that  define  it  gradually 
are  those  that  follow  at  the  heels  of  the  comprehension. 
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extending  throughout  the  comprehension  (of  such  forms)  ; — these  two  "being 
the  means  of  bringing  about  the  definition  (of  the  Letters)  immediately 
and  gradually  (respectively). 

60.  Thus  then  we  have  the  comprehension  of  the  long,  <fcc.,  when 
there  happens  to  be  a  coglomeration  of  the  sounds  of  the  former  sort.    Since 
it  is  the  Letter  itself  that  is  comprehended  by  means  of  these  sounds,  as 
lasting  during  the  specified  time.    ~ 

61.  And  the  recognition  of  the  Broad  and  the  rest  is  by  means  of 
these  (sounds)  aggregating  simultaneously.     On  the   aggregation  of  the 
others  (i.e.,  those  sounds  that  operate  gradually)  we  would  have  the  differ* 
ence  of  pitch  :  mz  :  low,  &C. 

62.  Though  the  character  of  the  Letter  has  been  recognised  (at  the 
first  moment),  yet  the  sounds  gradually  bring  about  a  cognition  of  the  same 
Letter,  (during  the  subsequent  moments)  ;  and  it  is  not  any  other  Letter 
that  is  cognised. 

63.  Even  if  among  Letters,  there  be  an  absolute  difference,  based  upon 
the  existence  of  individuals  and  the  class, — then  too,  Jaimlni's  theory  (of 
the  eternality  of  words)  remains  untouched. 

64.  Because,  in  that  case,  all  the  arguments,  in  favour  of  the  eterna- 
lity of  the  individual  *  ga,'  would  be  transferred  to  that  of  the  class  *  Gat- 
wa  * ;  and  the  mention   (in  the  Bhashya)  of  the  Letters  *  ga,*  *  au,'  &c., 

*0  "  Specified  time  "—one  moment  for  the  short  vowel,  two  for  the  long,  and  three 
for  the  acute.  The  latter  part  of  the  Kariki  anticipates  the  following  objection : 
"  The  long  vowel  is  comprehended  only  when  the  sound  is  found  to  last  for  two  mo- 
ments. The  sound  would,  in  this  case,  extend  all  along  the  comprehension;  and 
as  such,  the  long  and  the  rest  must  be  admitted  to  be  comprehensible  by  means 
of  the  sounds  of  the  seoond  sort."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  though,  as  a  matter 
of  fact  these  sounds  are  those  of  the  gradual  sort,  and  as  such,  bring  about  the  defini- 
tion of  the  vowel  sound  only  gradually,  and  extend  all  along  the  comprehension,  yet 
even  during  the  long  time  of  2  moments,  it  is  only  the  letter  that  is  comprehended. 
And  as  that  alone  which  helps  the  denotation  of  the  meaning  is  accepted  to  constitute 
the  form  of  the  Letter ;  it  is  only  with  regard  to  this  denotation  that  its  long  form  is 
comprehended ;  consequently,  even  though  this  form  may  have  been  comprehended  at 
the  first  moment,  yet  it  is  recalled  to  the  mind  only  subsequently.  For  these  reasons 
the  sound  must  be  admitted  to  tend  to  indicate  the  form  of  the  Letter ;  and  hence  it 
is  quite  correct  to  say  that  the  Long,  &o.,  are  implied  by  means  of  the  sounds  that 
help  in  the  recognition  of  the  forms  of  Letters. 

*i  Though  the  text  reads  "  DrutadiJcah  "  (Sigh  and  the  rest),  yet  inasmuch  as  in  the 
case  of  the  High  the  sound  does  not  extend  throughout  the  cognition,  the  Nyayarai- 
nakara  explains  the  compound  as  "those  that  are  proceeded  by  the  Druta  (High),  &c." 
— i.e.,  the  Medium  and  the  Low. 

68  A  vowel,  either  short  or  long,  having  been  cognised,  all  that  the  subsequent 
sounds  (in  deeper  accents)  do,  is  to  help  in  the  expression  of  the  same  Letter ;  no  other 
Letter  is  expressed. 

W  Hence  it  should  not  be  understood  that  we  deny  the  class  *  Gtatwa '  with  a^ay 
ulterior  motive  of  favouring  the  theory  of  the  eternality  of  words.  We  deny  it  simply 
because  we  do  not  find  any  good  reasons  for  accepting  it. 
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would  be  explained  as  referring  to  tlie  classes  'GatwaJ  '  Autwa,*  fa. -,  and  as 
sucli  there  would  be  no  contradiction. 

65.  The  Letters  cannot  be  said  to  bring  about  an  aggregate  wor J, 
because  each  of  the  Letters  is  indicated  by  individually  distinct  efforts^  and 
each  of  them  is  eternal  and  all-pervading. 

66.  And  when  the. word  *go9  is  not  thus  brought  about,  how  could 
we  have  any  such  class  as   *  Gogabdatwa  '  ?    Nor  is  an  assumption  of  any 
such  class  possible,  just  as  a  class  of  letter  (  '  Gatwa  '  )  (is  not  possible,  as 
shown  above). 

67.  The  notion  of  the  sameness  of  a  word  (as  uttered  yesterday  and 
to-day)  is  to  be  explained  as  being  due  to  the  identity  of  the  Letters  compos- 
ing  the  Word.    In  the  same  manner  is  to  be  *set  aside  the  asssumption  of 
any  aggregate  whole>  apart  from  the  component  Letters. 

68.  The  assumption  of  an  aggregate  identical  with  the  Letters  how- 
ever1, does  not  militate  against  (our  theory  of)  the  character  of  Letters.  In- 
asmuch the  Letters  have  the  power  to  signify  the   meaning  (and  as  such 
they  are  capable   of  forming  an  aggregate  word,  which,  however,  can  have  ! 
no  existence  apart  from  these  Letters). 

69.  Letters  should  be  accepted  as  being  denotative  of  a  meaning  only 
according  as  they  are  known  (conventionally  and  traditionally)  to  have 
the  capability  of  expressing  such  meaning. 

70.  With  reference  to  these  Letters,   subsidiary  as  they  are  to  the 
denotation  of  meanings,  w.e  have  also,  to  admit  of  the  facts  of  their  collo- 
cation, and  of  their  being  uttered  by  a  single  person,   and  that  too  in  a 
certain  definite  order. 

71.  The  fact  of  the  speaker  of  all  the  Letters  being  one  and  the 
same,  and  that  of  their  being  uttered  in,  a  definite  order,  being  the  means 
of   the  signification, — what  determines  such   signification  is   that  order 
of  the  Letters,  in  which  it  has  been  previously  found,  by  the  present 
speaker,  to  have  been  used  by  experienced  persons. 

72.  The  simultaneity  of  the  utterance  of  the  Letters  being  impossible, 
it  is  not  accepted  (as  in  any  way  aiding  the  denotative  process).    In  that 

61  An  aggregate  whole  can  be  said  to  be  brought  about  only  by  suet  constituent 
parts  as  happen  to  exist  simultaneously.  But  the  Letters  are  not  so  perceived  j  as  each 
of  them  is  brought  about  by  a  distinct  effort  peculiar  to  itself.  If  the  mere  fact  of 
all  the  Letters  existing  at  the  same  time  (even  though  not  so  perceived  at  the  same 
time)  were  to  be  the  cause  of  the  complete  word  being  accomplished,  then,  inasmuch 
as  all  the  Letters  are  eternal  and  omnipresent,  every  Letter-a  combination  of  Letters— 
could  be  said  to  be  the  cause  of  any  and  every  word. 

«»  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  each  individual  letter  cannot  signify  the 
meaning  of  the  word,  and  the  whole  word  cannot  be  comprehended  at  any  single 
inoment,— how  then  can  there  be  any  signi0cation  of  meanings  ?  The  sense  of  the 
reply  is  that  the  denotations  of  Words  are  based  upon  Convention. 

7«  Any  number  of  letters  could  be  uttered  at  one  and  the  same  time,  only  by 
different  persons  j  but  as  a  matter\of  fact,  we  fmd  in  ordinary  life,  that  a 
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case  (i.e.,  in  the  case  of  such  simultaneity)  the  only  possible  course  would 
be  to  have  a  multiplicity  of  speakers.  Bat  we  do  not  find  such  multipli- 
city in  the  case  of  any  denotation* 

73.  Those  objects,  that  are  capable  of  an  action  only  when  acting 
simultaneously,  are  not  able  to  do  the  act  when  they  are  not  united  ;  just 
as  those  that  are  capable  of  acting  separately,  one  after  the  other,  in  a 
certain  order,  are  unable  to  act  conjointly. 

74-75.  In  the  case  of  the  sacrifices  "  Purnamasa "  and  the  rest 
(six  sacrifices  constituting  the  "  Darca-Pfirnamasa")  we  find  that  they 
have  an  order  of  action  (three  being  performed  on  the  Amavasya  and 
the  remaining  three  on  the  PaurnamasI), — though  they  act  conjointly 
(in  "bringing  about  a  common  result,  in  the  shape  of  heaven)  ;  and  in  the 
same  manner,  in  the  case  of  acquiring  the  Veda,  we  find  that  learning 
(consists  of  a  gradual  process  of  learning  a  letter,  then  a  word,  a  Sen- 
tence, and  so  on,  and  yefc  all  these  processes  have  a  common  result,  in 
the  shape  of  an  acquirement  of  the  Veda).  In  fact  everywhere  we  find 
that  the  Means,  &c.  (the  three  factors  of  a  Bhavana),  though  gradual  in 
their  function,  yet  lead  up  to  an  action  at  one  and  the  same  time.  There- 
fore there  can  be  no  objection  against  the  gradual  (utterance  of  Letters 
constituting  a  Word). 

76,  All  actions  are  recognised  as  complete  in  themselves,  and  any 
subtle  differences  among  the  actions  themselves' are  never  recognised. 

77-78.  When,  however,  the  various  parts  of  an  action,  though  inher- 
ing in  a  single  process  (lit:  means  to  an  end),  are  separately  recognised 
distinctly, — then,  in  that  case,  the  idea  of  simultaneity  is  a  mistaken  one* 
How  then  could  there  be  any  simultaneity  in  the  case  of  many  and  dis- 
tinct actions,  inhering  in  separate  processes,  and  occurring  in  a  gradual 
order  of  sequence  ? 

whose  component  letters  are  pranounced,  not  by  one,  but  by  many  persons — is  incap- 
able of  expressing  any  meaning. 

13  The  bearers  carry  a  Palki  conjointly,  which  they  could  not  do  if  they  went  at  it 
one  after  the  other.  In  tho  same  manner  certain  letters,  combining  in  a  definite  way, 
are  found  to  express  a  meaning,  which  they  could  not  do,  if  all  of  them  were  uttered 
simultaneously  (by  different  persons). 

14.75  «  Three  factors,"  viz. :  the  Result,  the  Means,   and  the  Process. 

1*  All  actions  end  in  their  respective  results ;  and  when  the  result  has  been 
attained,  then  alone  is  the  Action  realised  in  its  complete  form,  and  as  such  an 
Action  is  always  recognised  as  complete,  i.e.,  with  its  result  duly  accomplished.  The 
joint  action  of  letters  is  only  through  its  result,  in  the  shape  of  the  full  denotation  of 
the  meaning  ;  and  as  for  the  subtle  functioning  of  each  individual  letter  (comprising 
the  word)  towards  this  result,  it  is  never  cognised  separately. 

31  Even  in  the  case  of  the  single   action  of  Homa — where   the  different  actions   of 
naming  ths  Deity,  pouring  the  libation,  &c.,  are  each  separately  noticed — there  is   no  real 
notion  of  simultaneity.    Henco  there  can  be  no  such   simultaneity  io,  the  case  of  the 
Dar9a-Parnamasa  sacrifices,  which  comprise  many  actions, 
35 


274  CLOKAVARTIKA. 

79.  In  a  case  wliere  an  action,  from  the  commencement  of  ifca  f 
functionings,  to  the  final  fulfilment,  of  its  result,  is  recognised  at  one  i 
the  same  time,  as  constituted  by  all  the  various  f  unctionings, — with  rei 
ence  to  such  an  action  we  have  the  use  of  the  Present  Tense. 

80.  Therefore  in  the  case  in  question  (of  the   Word),  we  would  h 
the  present  tense  applicable  to  its  action, — inasmuch  as  it  is  recogni 
in  its  entirety,  as  functioning  from  the  very  beginning  in  the  shape  o 
desire  to  speak  (on  the  part  of  the  speaker),  to  the  final  result  in  the  sh 
of  the  recognition  of  its  meaning  (by  the  listener). 

81.  The  distinct  actions  of    the  individual  letters  (constituting 
word)  (though  extant)  could  not  be  recognised  in  the  absence  of  thej 
filment  of  the  final  result;  but  this  fact  (of  non-recognition)    does 
prove  the  non-existence  (of  such  individual  functioning) . 

82.  Thus  then  the  action  being  inferable  from  the  final  result, 
present  tense  becomes  applicable  to  the  action  of  the  Means  (Words,  ty 
in  accordance  with  its  position  with  regard  to  the  result. 

83.  In  the  aforesaid  action  (of  signification)  the  close  proximity 
something  is  necessary.   But  the  mere  fact  of  the  others  being  to  a  cert 
degree  removed  from  the  final  result,  does  not  lead  to  any  notion  of  tl 
not  forming  an  integral  part  (of  the  Word). 

84-85.    With  regard  to   the  signification  (of  the  object   cow),  < 
potency  certainly  belongs  to  both  ga  and  aw,  though  the  former  is  remo' 

19  This  Karika  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  If  there  is  no  simultane 
how  do  you  explain  the  use  of  the  Present  Tense  in  connection  with  them  ?  "  ' 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  Present  Tense  is  used  with  regard  to  that  action  whic 
seen  from  its  beginning  to  the  end,  and  as  such  no  simultaneity  is  necessary. 

88  Though  the  action  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  result,  yet  when  we  hare  once  t 
that  a  number  of  letters,  in  a  certain  definite  order,  leads  to  the  signification  of  a  cer 
meaning,  and  from  this  signification,  when  we  have  once  inferred  the  action  of  the  '. 
ters, — then,  at  any  future  time,  whenever  we  find  the  same  Letters  arranged  in  the  s; 
order,  we  come  to  apply  to  ifc  the  Present  Tense.  This  anticipates  the  following  ob 
tion  :  tf  At  the  time  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  result,  in  the  shape  of  the  significat 
the  functioning  of  the  Letters  will  have  ceased,  and  thus  become  past ;  how,  t] 
could  the  Present  be  applicable  to  it  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  final  re 
has  already  been  once  seen  before,  and  the  functioning  of  the  Letters  has  also  I 
inferred  from  that  result  3  hence  latterly,  whenever  the  Word  is  found,  the  funotior 
of  the  Letters  is  at  once  inferred  and  recognised  as  Present,  as  on  the  previous  occaa 

83  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  If  all  the  Letters  be  accepted  tc 
the  means  of  expression,  then,  it  becomes  necessary  that  we  should  assume  an  imprei 
produced  by  the  Word  taken  as  a  whole,  which  would  be  the  direct  means  of  the 
nition  of  the  meaning  j  and  this  impression  would,  on  account  of  its  closer  proxin 
always  belong  to  the  last  letter  of  the  Word."  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is  1 
though  it  is  so,  yet  the  proximity  of  the  other  Letters  is  equally  necessary,  and  h< 
these  Letters  should  also  be  admitted  to  form  integral  parts  of  the  Word. 

8*-86  In  the  case  of  all  Words,  it  is  necessary  that  certain  Letters  should  c 
together  in  a  certain  definite  .order  j  otherwise  they  lose  all  their  significance,  and 
come  absolutely  useless. 
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by  two  steps  (from  the  impression  of  the  word  as  a  whole),  and  the  latter 
by  only  one  ;  because,  it  is  only  when  they  are  located  in  this  order  that  they 
can  (conjointly)  signify  (the  object).  Just  as  the  Visarga  has  a  significance, 
only  when  it  is  at  a  distance  from  the  other  letters  composing  the  word,— 
so,  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  those  (g  and  att)  also,  the  signi- 
ficance does  not  depend  upon  the  immediate  proximity  of  the  one  or  the 
other  (to  the  final  impression  of  the  complete  word). 

86.  And  where  one  letter  is  incapable  (of  signifying  an  object),  it 
does  not  follow  that  all  (taken  together)  are  also  incapable.  Because  we 
aee  that  the  parts  of  the  cart  are  incapable  of  carrying  corn,  &c.  (and  yet 
the  gart  as  a  whole  is  capable  of  carrying  them)* 

87-88.  "  But  in  the  case  of  the  cart>  each  part  of  it  has  a  certain 
capability  of  its  own, — all  these  individual  capacities  conjoining  towards 
the  accomplishment  of  the  carrying ;  whereas,  in  the  case  of  Letters 
(composing  a  word)  the  only  capability  (of  signifying  an  object)  belongs  to 
their  aggregate,  while  no  such  capability  is  found  to  belong  to  the  indivi- 
dual letters  j  inasmuch  as  the  Letters  individually — each  one  by  one — • 
do  not  signify  even  the  least  portion  of  the  object  (denoted  by  the  complete 
word  composed  of  those  Letters)/' 

89.  But  the  action  of  carrying  paddy,  &c.,  for  instance,  that  is  per- 
formed by  the  cart,  is  never  found  to  be  done  by  its  constituent  parts, 
as  you  would  wish  it. 

90.  If  it  be  urged  that  the  parts  of  the  cart  too  are  capable  of  carry* 
ing  something  (if  not  the  whole  cart  load),  then  ( we  say)   in  the  present 
case  too,  we  have,  among  individual   Letters,  the    capability  of  bringing 
about  a  notion  of  themselves  (if  not  that  of  the  object  signified)  j  and  in 
some  cases  single  Letters  are  actually  found  to   signify  even  objects  (as  in 
the  case  of  the  letter  &a=*Prajapati). 

91.  Even  he,  who  holds  thafc  an  impartite  Sphota  is  implied   by  the 
ideas  of  the  Letters,  is  not  free  from  the  above  objection   (urged  against 
the  Mimansaka). 

92.  For,  in  that  case  too  the  Sphota  of  the  word,  is  not  implied  by 

91  " Above  objection" — against  the  theory  that  ifc  is  the  Letters  constituting  a 
word  that  signify  the  object. 

W  Even  in  the  case  of  the  sounds  (of  Letters)  it  is  necessary  to  admit  their  proxi- 
mity, the  fact  of  their  being  uttered  by  the  same  person,  and  also  the  fact  of  their 
occurring  in  a  particular  order.  And  since  those  that  occur  in  any  order  cannot  be 
simultaneous,  theVefore  we  shall  have  to  assume  an  impression  produced  by  the  whole 
word,  over  and  above  the  assumption  of  the  Sphota.  And  the  objection  against  us, — 
viz. :  that  if  the  individuals  have  no  power,  then  their  aggregate  can  have  none — 
applies  to  the  Sphota  theory  also ;  because  even  in  that  the  Letters  individually  are  not 
held  to  signify  the  Sphota ;  for  if  anyone  of  the  letters  signified  the  complete 
Sphota,  there  would  be  no  use  for  the  other  letters.  Hence  the  Sphota— theory 
would  also  stand  in  need  of  the  assumption  that  the  Sphota  is  implied  by  all  the  Letters 
taken  collectively,  the  Sphota  itself  signifying  the  impression  that  leads  us  to  the 
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each  individual  Letter  (composing  it).  Nor  is  the  Sphota  indicated  in 
parts  ;  and  in  its  absence  we  cannot  have  any  cognition  of  it. 

93.  And  those  that  are  individually  incapable,   are  incapable,  also 
-when  taken  collectively.     And  the  arguments  that  you  (the  upholder  of 
SpJiota)  would  bring  forward  to  meet  these  objections,  would  serve  our 
purpose. 

94.  The  existence  (of  Sphota),  its  distinctness  (from  the  Letters),  and 
the  denial  of  any   parts    (of  the   SpJiota) — these   three  assumptions  you 
would  require  over  and  above  what  is  necessary  for  our  theory.     And  it  ia 
for  this  reason  (of  avoiding  unnecessary  assumptions)   that  we  seek   (to 
prove  the  fact  of  the  Letters  themselves)  signifying  the  meaning. 

95.  (Even  if  we  do  not  admit  of  a  residual  effect  Saiiskara)  there 
would  be  no   inconsistency  in   the  cognition  of  the  meaning.     Because 
for  this  cognition  we  will  have,   for  the  cause,  that   which  immediately 
precedes  it. 

96.  (The  cognition  of  the  meaning)  always  appears  subsequent  to  the 
cognition  of  the  last  letter  of  the  word,  after  the  cognitions   of  the  two 
(letters  ga  and   au)  have  gone  before.     Therefore  it  is  such  (cognition  of 
the  last    letter)    that  we  hold  to  be  the  cause   (of  the  cognition  of  the 
meaning). 

97.  Even  without  any  residual  effect  (Sanskara),   this  last  Letter 
would  come  to  signify  the  meaning, — being  helped  to  this  capability   Dy 
the  letters  that  immediately  precede  it  (and  through  this  precedence  help 
it  on  to  full  significance). 

.  98.  And  it  is  this  (help)  which  some  people  call  "  residual  effect  " 
(Sanskara).  Because  it  is  only  this  that  is  found  to  be  free  from  the 
assumption  of  anything  unseen  (and  transcendental,  or  merely  ideal). 

99.  Or,  it  may  be   the  Impression  (produced   by  the  letters)   that  is 
called  the  '*  residual  effect."     Because  all  persons  think    that    there  is    a 
"  residual  effect  "  in  the    case    of  all   objects  cognised  by  any  definite 
cognition. 

100.  The  only  diversity  of  opinion  lies  in  the  fact  of  this  (Sfinsleara) 
being  the  means  of  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  (of  words)  ;  and  as  a  means 
of  ascertaining  this  (causality)  too,  we  have  an  invariable  concomitance,  as 
in  other  cases. 

meaning.  And  certainly  ifc  is  much  simpler  than  this  to  assmne  a  potency,  in  the 
Letters  taken  collectively,  of  signifying  the  impression  that  would  denote  the  moaning 
of  the  word. 

W  That  there  is  such  a  thing  as  Sanskara  is  admitted  by  all  men ;  the  only  differ- 
ence of  opinion  lies  on  the  point  of  its  being  the  means  of  cognising  the  meaning  of 
the  word  ;  and  here  too,  we  have  to  admit  its  cansal  potency,  on  the  ground  of  (invari- 
able) concomitance—as  is  explained  in  the  following  Kdrtjcd. 

100  ^We  have  the  cognition  of  the  meaning,  onty  when  there  is  an  impression ;  and 
this  invariable  concomitance  helps  us  to  establish  the  fact  that  Impression  is  the  means 
oC  the  cognition  of  the  meaning. 
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101*  If  the  Sanskara  be  groundless,  then  the  assumption  of  pre- 
cedence (among  letters)  also  hecomes  groundless  ;  and  hence  there  could  be 
no  help  (as  mentioned  above  in  Karika  97). 

102.  Though  it  is  an  acknowledged  fact  that  "  Sanskara  "  is  the  cause 
o£  retaemhrance,  yet  that  does  not  preclude  its  applicability  to  other 
purposes. 

108.  Therefore  it  is  not  that  the  Bhashya  has  assumed  tne  existence 
of  a  (nseless  supemumary  in  the  shape  of)  Sanskara.  The  only  impercept. 
ible  fact  that  it  has  laid  down  is  that  of  its  being  the  c&uoe  of  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  meaning  (of  words). 

104*.  And  even  the  Sphota  —  theory  ia  not  free  from  an  imperceptible 
factor  ;  as  the  capacity  of  signifying  the  effect  (the  meaning)  is  equally 
applicable  to  Impression  and  Sphota. 

105*  And,  inasmuch  as  the  incompatibility  (of  Sanskara  signifying 
the  meaning)  thus  disappears,  it  cannot  lead  to  the  assumption  of  Sphota. 
And  the  assumption  of  a  8an$k5ra  too,  preceding  (the  manifestation  of 
Sphota)  is  very  necessary  for  you. 

106.  We  would  not  admit  of  any  thing  besides  sound  (Sphota)   with 
regard  to  the  cognition  of  meaning,  —  only  if  such  sounds  were  perceptible 
by  the  sense,  or  if  the  Letters  themselves  were  not  amenable  to  Sense-Per- 
ception. 

107.  If    you  are  over-anxious  to  have  a  simultaneity  of  Jietters, 
then  we  may  allow  that  on  the  ground  of  their  eternality   and  all-pervad- 
ingness  (which  makes  all  the  Letters  simultaneous)  ;  but  this  simultaneity 
cannot  be  said  to  constitute  their  capacity  of  expressing  the  meaning. 

108.  Thus  then,  in  the   case  of  Letters  that  are  comprehended 


101  The  Letter  ia  destroyed  as  soon  as  it  is  uttered,  and  if  we  deny  the  fact  of  any 
Impression  being  left  by  it,  then  there  would  be  nothing  of  it  left  to  help  the  fallowing 
letter  }  and  when  this  help  would  be  denied,  then  the  precedence  of  the  former  would 
be  useless  ;  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  get  at  any  correct  theory  with  regard  to  the 
significance  of  words.  Therefore  we  cannot  totally  deny  the  existence  of  SansTcJra  or 

Impression.  . 

10S  The  Sanslcara  spoken  of  by  the  Bhashya  is  none  other  than  Vesana,  which  is 
the  admitted  cause  of  memory.  The  only  thing  that  the  Bhashya  has  assumed 
and  which  is  not  amenable  to  direct  Sense-Perception,  is  the  capability  of  the  Vdsana, 
to  bring  about  a  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  Words. 

105  Yon  too  must  necessarily  postulate  a  certain  unseen  force  that  could  imply  tho 
Sphota,  which  would  signify  the  meaning.  Thus  then,  our  theory  is  simpler  that* 
yours,  inasmuch  as  it  does  away  with  the  intervening  agency  of  the  Sphota;  and 
certainly,  the  SansMrd  IB  as  capable  of  denoting  the  meaning  as  the  Sphota. 

106  This  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "You  deny  the  Sphota  on  the  ground 
of  Sahara  which  signifies  the  meaning  ;  but  why  should  you  not  deny  the  agency  of 
the  Letters  also,  and  hold  the  signification  to  be  due  to  the  sound  only  ?       The  senPe 
of  the  reply  is  that  Letters  are  perceived  by  means  of  the  senses,  and  as  such  ai 
more  reasonable  to  hold  than  any  imaginary  Sphota.         ^      ^ 

107  For  in  that  case  all  words  would  signify  all  meanings. 


278 

dually  in  a  definite  order,  their  position — be  it  feither  simultaneous,  or 
otherwise — is  the  only  cause  of  the  cognition  of  meaning. 

109.  Or  (the  fact  may  be  that)  when  the  Letters  have  been  gradually 
comprehended  in  a  definite  order,  there  follows  a  recapitulated  (or  recalled) 
cognition  of  all  the  Letters  (in  the  form  of  the  complete  Word) ;  and  it  is 
this  complete  recapitulated  cognition  which  is  the  means  of  the  cognition  of 
meaning. 

110.  And  in  this  (recapitulated  cognition )  we  have  the  simultaneity  of 
Letters.    But  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  does  not  necessarily  depend 
upon  the  fact  of  this  simultaneity  being  perceived  by  the  senses. 

111.  Some  people  assert  that  this  cognition  (of  the  Word)   is   of  a 
variegated  character,  consisting  as  it  does  of  the  existing  (the  last  Letter) 
and  the  non-existing  (the  previous  Letters  that   have  some  before)  ;  as  in 
(the  cognition  of  each  word,  the  last  Letter  is  always  comprehended  (at  the 
time  that  the  word  is  recalled  as  a  whole). 

112.  Others  however  hold  that  when  the  last  Letter  has  been  com- 
prehended, there  is  a  simultaneous  remembrance  of  all   the  other  preced- 
ing Letters,  brought  about  by  the  impressions   left  by  each   individual 
letter. 

113.  Thus  then,  though  there  are  gradual  cognitions  (of  the  Letters 
%  a  definite  order),  yet,  all  theorists  admit  of  a  mental  recognition  of  all 
the  Letters  as  constituting  a  whole  word. 

114.  For,  if  this  be  not  admitted,  then  in  the  case  of  the  perception 
of  a  certain  number  (one  hundred,  for  instance)  of  the  same  object,  each  of 
which  is  perceived  one   by  one,— there  would  not  be  any  collective   re- 
cognition of  all  of  them  as  making  up  a  hundred  (such  objects). 

115.  Thus,    then,    though  the  previous   cognition,  by    the  ear,  of 
Letters,  is  one  by  one,  yet  subsequently  there  is  a  collective  remembrance 
of  the  whole,  which  is  purely  mental  (i.e.,  perceived  by  the  mind). 

116.  And  the  Letters  thus  recalled  are  not,  in  any  degree,  removed 
from  the  cognition  of  meaning ;  and  hence    it  is  that  ordinary  people 
make  the  assertion  that  "  the  cognition  of  meaning  is  obtained   from  the 
Word." 

109  This  is  the  view  favoured  by  the  Author  himself.    According  to  this  theory 

the  pronunciation  of  the  second  letter  ia  accompanied  by  the  remembrance  of  the  pre- 
ceding letter. 

ill  When  the  last  letter  has  been  heard,  all  the  rest  are  recalled }  therefore  the 
cognition  of  the  last  letter  is  direct  sensual  perception,  and  that  of  the  others  remem- 
brance ;  and  hence  the  variegated  character  of  the  word-cognition. 

UJ  This  alternative  does  away  with  the  variegated  character,  because  the  final 
cognition  of  tho  whole  word  is  made  to  follow  after  that  of  the  last  letter,  and  not  simul- 
taneously (as  in  the  previous  alternative).  Thus  then  the  final  comprehension  of  the 
Word  becomes  a  case  of  Remembrance  pure  and  simple, 

H«  Because  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  follows  immediately  after  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  complete  word. 
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117.  Being  led  astray  by  the  aforesaid  variegated  cognition,  some 
people  hold  that  apart  from  the  Letters  composing  it,  there  is  a  distinct 
cognition  of  the  "word  "  Gauh,"  and  that  this  cognition  is  amenable  to  Sense- 
Perception. 

118.  We  admit  of  the  fact   of  this  cognition  (of  the  whole)  being 
something  different  from  the  cognition  of  each  of  the  Letters.    Bat   the 
cognition  of  the  Word  cannot  be  anything  totally  apart  from  that  of  the 
Letters  composing  it. 

119.  Even  though  the    cognition   of   the   whole  word  (Qauji)    be 
something  other  (than  that  of  the  Letters),  yet  any  cognition  of  the 
three   (Letters  H  ^  and : )   cannot  belong  to  anything  besides  the  three 
Letters  themselves. 

120.  We  do  not  deny  the  fact  of  the  cognition  of  the  word  "  GauhJ* 
as  a  single  component  whole.    This  idea  of  the  singleness  of  the  Word  ig 
due  to  the  fact  of  the  word  (as  composed  of  the  three  Letters)  being  the 
object  of  a  single  cognition,  and  also  to  the  fact  of  the  whole  (trio  of 
Letters)  having  a  single  end  (that  of  signifying  the  object  cow). 

121.  In  the  case  of  the  word  "  Gauh"  the  idea  of  one-ness  may  be 
dtie  to  the  fact  of   the  -Letter  *tY  following  very  soon    after   ir,  and 
also  to  that  of  there  being  very  little  infcerrim  between  the  two  syllables. 
In  the  case  of  such  words,  however,  as  "  Devadatta,"  and  the  like,  the  dif- 
ference between  the  Letters  is  quite  clear.    (As  a  matter  of  fact  the  idea  of 
one-ness  is  a  mistake). 

122.  The  construction  of  the  Bhishya  passage  ought  to  be  "  the  word 
is  not  subsidiary/* — because  the  causal  efficacy  (of  signification)  belongs  to 
the  Letters  (composing  it )  ;  and  it  is  on  this  view  that  we  have  the  ordi- 
nary assertion  ("  the  cognition  of  meaning  is  got  from  the  word  ")• 

123.  The  Ablative  in  "  pabdat "  (in  the  sentence  '•  £abdat  arthapra- 
tttih  ")  signifies  causal  agency.  In  your  theory  too,  there  would  be  an  inter- 
vening factor  between  the  cognition  of  meaning  (and  the  cognition  of  the 
Word, — the  manifestation  of  Sphota  being  the  intervening  factor). 

124  TJiat  is  said  to  be  subsidiary,  which,  being  known  in  one  shape, 
is  used  in  another.  And  (in  the  case  of  the  Word)  we  are  not  cogni- 
sant of  any  other  form  of  causality  (than  the  one  we  lay  down)* 

117  The  Grammarians  hold  this  view  of  the  perceptibility  of  the  Sphota.  They 
are  led  to  this  by  a  false  analogy  to  the  perceptibility  of  the  last  letter  of  the  word. 
(See  above).  "  There  is  a  cognition*  $"c.,"  t.e.,  in  the  form  of  the  Sphota. 

1**  This  Karika  refers  to  the  following  Bhasbya  passage :  "  Qauna  esiha  cabda  iti 
et  na  gauno  'kshareshu  nimittdbJiavak"  This  is  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the 
reply  portion  seems  to  imply  that  the  word  *  gauna '  qualifies  *  afcsTira.'  The  Karika 
however,  explains  it  thus  :  c  na  gaunaJi  fabdah  akshareshu  nimittabhavdhS 

12*  All  causes  have  their  own  operation  intervening  between  themselves  and  their 
effects ;  and  in  the  case  of  Words  also,  we  have  only  this  much  of  interrim  j  and  as 
such,  this  causality  is  none  other  than  the  one  we  ar#  cognisant  of  in  the  caae  of  all 
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125.  The  intervention  of  the  operation  of  the  cause  itself  is  common 
to  all  causes  ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Word,  it  is   only  this  operation  of 
itself  (which  is  found  to  intervene  between  the  Word  and  its  signification)  ; 
therefore  this  is  no  real  intervention  at  all. 

126.  When,  as  a  matter  of   fact,  people  do  not  give  the  name 
41  Word  "  to  anything  besides  the  Letters,  how  could  there  he   any  such 
assertion  as  "meaning  is  got  from  the  word,"  with  regard  to   a  .meaning 
signified  by  them  (i.e.,  the  letters  composing  the  Word)  (when   you  hold 
that  it  is  the  Sphota  that  signifies  the  meaning)    (and  hence  the  said  as- 
ertion  is  not  compatible  with  the  Sphota  theory). 

127.  If  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  be  said  to  be  brought  about  by 
the  Sphota,  manifested  by  the  Imp-ession  produced  by  the  cognition  of  the 
Letters,  —  then  the  causal  agency  of  the  Word  becomes  subsidiary  to  the 
greatest  degree  (inasmuch   as   between   the  Word  and   the  cognition  of 
the  meaning,  we  would  have  two  intervening  factors  :     the  Impression  and 
the  Sphota). 

128.  The  utterance  of  the  word  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
about  the  Satiskara  ;  this  SatiskSra  appears  gradually  in  connection  with 
the  word,  used  with  a  view  to  the  signification  of  the  meaning. 

129.  Therefore  a  Word  is  called  (the  cause  of  the  signification   of 
meaning)  with  a  view  to  its  effect,  —  being,  as  it  is,  used  for  the  sake  of 
that  signification,  and  in  the  manifestation  of  the  whole  Word  (by  means  of 
the  Letters  composing  it),  there  is  no  intervention.     (In  our  theory,  the 
Letters  are  held  to  manifest  the  word  directly,  without  any  intervening 
processes). 

ISO.  Or,  the  previous  residual  effects  (Sanskarns)  may  be  taken  to 
be  parts  of  the  process  of  the  signification  of  the  Word  ;  and  the  last 
letter  of  the  word  would  be  the  manif  ester  of  that  SansMra  ;  and  since 
this  (last  letter)  is  a  word,  therefore  we  would  have  the  primary  character 
(of  the  ordinary  assertion  —  "  the  meaning  is  signified  by  the  Word  ") 
[this  is  in  accordance  with  the  theory  that  the  meaning  is  signified  by  the 
last  letter  of  the  word  as  helped  by  the  impressions  left  by  th.e  preceding 


131-132.  *  In  words  and  sentences,  either  the  Letters,  or  the  Sounds 
(thereof)  do  not  point  to  any  such  agent  of  signification,  as  the  Sphota,  — 
just  as  the  lamplight  (does  not  point  to  any  intervening  mainf  ester)  ;  — 
because  the  Letters  have  existence,  —  like  the  'jar,1  &c/:  —  these  and  other 
arguments  like  these  could  be  easily  brought  forward  against  the  assump- 
tion of  tilings  not  cognised  by  ordinary  people. 

133.  And  again,  the  SpJiota  cannot  indicate  the  meaning,  —  be- 
cause it  is  something  altogether  apart  from  the  Letters  (composing  the 

other  causes.     Hence  the  causality  in   this   present   case   cannot   be   said   to   be  of  a 
secoiidmy  or  subsidiary  character. 
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Word),  —  like  the  jar,  &c.  Nor  is  there  any  contradiction  (in  this)  of 
perceptible  facts,  —  because  the  object  (Spkota)  itself,  is  not  established  (as 
am  entity). 

134,  He  who  would  deny  the  existence  of  Letters  wonld  be  thereby 
contradicting  the  perceptible  fact  of  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  follow- 
ing immediately  on  the  perception  of  the  Letters  (composing  the  Word),  — 
just  as  the  denial  of  the  moon  (contradicts  a  visible  fact). 

135.  Or  (we  may  cite  another  argument)  :  *  The   cognition  of  mean- 
ing proceeds  from  the  Letters,  because  it  follows   immediately  after  the 
cognition  of  these  ;  —  because  that  which  is  so  (i.e.,  follows  immediately  after 
something,)  necessarily  proceeds  from  it,  —  as  the  notion  of  Fire  from  that 
of  Smoke/     [That  is  to  say,  as  the  notion  of  Fire  following  immediately 
after  the  perception  of  Smoke,  the  former  is  accepted  as  proceeding  from 
the  latter], 

136,  Or  like  the  lamp,  the  Letters  Ga  and  the  rest  are  the  indicators 
of  the  objects  *  cow,*  <fcc.,  because  these  objects   are  always   recognised  on 
the  utterance  of  the  Letters  ;  and  because  the  Letters   are   always  recog- 
nised prior  (to  the  cognition  of  the  object). 

137.  "  The  denial  of  the  Sphota  as  apart  from   Letters-,   is  of  very 
little  use  in  regard  to  Words/'     But  we  have  made  the  above  attempt  (to 
refute  Sphota)  simply  with  a  view  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  effects 
brought  about  by  the  different  members  of  the  Sentence. 

Thus  ends  tlie  Sphota  —  VAPA. 
Section  13. 


1.  If  the  denotation  (of  a  word)  be  something  apart  from  the  Akriti 
(class  or  form),  then  we  could  not  establish  either  the  relationship  (of  mean- 
ing with  the  word)  or  the  permanence  of  that  relationship.  Conscious  of 
this  (difficulty)  we  now  proceed  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  Class  (Jikrti) 
being  the  object  of  denotation  by  a  word. 

131  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this  :  Ck  Yon  deny  the  SgUota  to  be  anything  apart 
from  the  Letters  ;  but  in  that  case  we  can  accept  it  as  a  part  of  the  Word,  and  not 
of  the  Letters  ;  and  as  snch  the  Sphota  theory  wonld  remain  intact." 

The  position  taken  up  by  the  reply  is  that  in  accordance  with  the  Sphota  theory, 
no  parts  of  sentences  are  held  to  be  operative^  —  the  sentence  alone,  as  a  wholet  being 
accepted  as  indicative  of  its  meaning  as  a  whole.  Hence  by  the  denial  of  Sphota,  we 
establish  the  reality  of  the  operative  faculty  of  the  parts  of  sentences. 

1  If  in  every  case,  the  Individual  alone  were  the  object  of  denotation,  then,  in  as 
much  as  such  Individuals  could  not  be  omnipresent,  there  could  be  no  relation  between 
the  Word  and  its  Meaning.  The  Class  or  Form  on  the  other  hand,  is  eternal  ;  and  aa 
such,  quite  capable  of  relationship  with  tlie  Eternal  Word. 
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2.  In  course  of  this  we  shall  also  try  to  establish  the  existence  of  the 
Akrfci,  and  in  order  to  prove  the  strength  or  weakness  (of  its  claims  to  de- 
notability)  in  comparison   to  the  Individual,   we  shall  later  on    (in  the 
ikrtyadhikarana)  lay  down  the  gronnds  for  accepting  the  fact  of  the  Ikrti 
matter  being  the  object  of  denotation. 

3.  It  is  the  Class  itself  that  has  been   called   "ikrti" — which  signi- 
fies that  by  which  the  Individual  is  specified  (or  characterised).     It  is  that 
which  is  common  to  all  the  individual  objects,  and  the  means  of  a  collective 
idea  of  all  these  (individuals)  as  forming  one  composite  whole 

4.  As  the  means  of  such  collective  idea,  there  is  a  commonality,  which 
is  signified  by  the  word  ('akrti'),— this  fact  is  admitted  by  all ;  and  in  this 
there  is  no  difference  among  the  several  tlieoristis. 

5.  With  regard  to  all  objects  there  is  a  double  idea,  in  the  shape  of 
one  consisting  in  its  differentiation  (as  an  individual  apart  from  others), 
and  another  (a  collective  idea)  consisting  of  its   homogenity   (with  others 
resembling  it  in  certain  respects,  and  thus,  with  it,  forming  a  Class,  a 
corporate  whole).     And  this  double  idea  is  not  possible  without  the  double 
character  of  the  object  (as  an  individual,  and  as  belonging  to  a  class). 

6.  If  the  object  were  perceived  merely  as   an  individual,  then  there 
could  be  no  idea  of  (its  belonging  to)  a  Class.    And  (vice  versd)  if  the 
Class  alone  were  perceived,  then  there  would  be  no  occasion  for  any  idea 
of  the  Individual. 

7.  Nor  can  any  of  the  two  ideas  be  said  to  be  either  mistaken,  or  of 
only  secondary  importance ;  because   the  conviction  of  the  double  idea  is 
always  so  firm,   that  the  mistake  must  lie  on  the  part  of  those  who  assert 
that  the  double  idea  is  a  mistake — (therefore  the  double  notion  is  absolute- 
ly necessary). 

8.  And   further,  since  the  two  (the  Individual  and  the  Class)  are  no- 
where perceived  in  their  primary  form,  therefore  there  can  be  no  assump- 
tion of  the  secondary  character  (of  the  idea  of  either  the  Individual  or  the 

*  The  denotatibility  of  the  Class  is  denied  on  the  following  grounds  :  (1)  because 
it  does  not  exist  j  and  (2)  because  its  acceptance  is  absolutely  useless.  Consequently 
we  must  begin  with  the  proof  of  the  existence  of  Class ;  and  then  we  shall,  in  due  course 
come  to  take  the  second  point,  the  reasons  for  accepting  it,  in  preference  to  the  Indivil 
dual,  by  comparing  the  arguments  in  favour  of  each  ;  for  which  the  reader  is  referred 
to  the  latter  half  of  the  Smritipada. 

«  The  words  °  Akriti"  and  "  Jati "  are  synonymous  terms.  The  Jati  is  accepted 
because  it  is  the  only  means  o£  having  a  concrete  collective  idea  of  a  number  of  indivi- 
duals possessing  certain  proper  ties  in  common  among  themselves. 

8  It  is  only  in  the  case  of  words  signifying  certain  objects,  that  the  idea  of  the  ladi . 
vidual  and  the  Class  can  be  realised.  If  these  be  said  to  be  secondary,  where  else  coulrt 
\pe  have  them  as  primary  ?  An  Idea  can  be  accepted  as  secondary  in  one  place,  only  if 
it  can  be  found  elsewhere  in  its  prim  .ry  character. 
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<31ass),  (Nor  can  any  of  them  be  said  to  be  false  or  mistaken,  because) 
it  has  already  been  proved  (in  the  '* Niratambanavada")  that  all  ideas  have 
counterpart  realities,  as  their  objects,  in  the  external  world. 

9.  There  is  mutual  dependence  between  the    Individual  and  the 
Class:  the   Class  belonging  to   the  Individuals,   and  the  Individuals  to 
the  Class. 

10.  A  Class  devoid  of  Individuals  does  not  exist,  ( — because   of  the 
absence  of  Individuals) — like  the  horns  of  a  hare.     And  in  the  same 
manner,  because  of  the  absence  of  Class  there  could  be   no  Individuals 
(without  a  Class). 

11.  Or,  these  two  premises  may  be  mentioned  in  the  forms  "  because 
one  does  not  possess   the  character  of  the  other."     By  this  change,  there 
ceases  to  exist  the  slightest  difference  between  the  Individual  and  the  Class. 

12-13.  If  one  were  to  assert  the  capability  of  the  Individuals  to  bring 
about  ideas  of  commonality,  without  (admitting  of)  a  separate  entity 
(in  the  shape  of  u  Class  "), — for  such  a  person,  of  what  sort  would  be  the 
capability  of  denotation  ?  (1)  Will  this  capability  be  cognisable,  or  non- 
cognisable  ?  and  (2)  will  it  be  different  in  each  Individual,  or  one  (and 
the  same  for  all)  ?  It  it  be  one  and  cognisable,  then  it  comes  to  be  a  Glass 
only  mentioned  in  other  words. 

14.  If  the  capability  be  non-cognisable,  then  the  Idea  (of  singleness  or 
commonality)  becomes  devoid  of  any  basis  (and  as  such  false).  Because 
no  object  is  accepted  by  mere  existence  (unless  it  is,  in  some  form  or  other 
actually  cognised). 

9  If  there  were  no  Individuals,  there  could  be  no  Class  3  and  the  only  peculiarity 
of  the  Individual  is  that  by  its  individualistic  character,  it  specifies  the  commonality  (of 
the  Class);  and  hence  without  the  Class,  there  could  be  no  Individual. 

1°  The  two. arguments  are:  (1)  The  Class  without  Individuals  (as  assumed  by 
others)  does  not  exist :  because  it  is  without  Individuals — like  the  hare's  horns.  (2)  In- 
dividuals without  the  Class  do  not  exist :  because  they  are  without  the  Class^— like 
the  hare's  horns. 

H  The  premiss — "because  of  the  absence  of  Individuals"— implies  that  the  Individua 
is  something  different  from  the  Class ;  and  in  order  to  avoid  this  absurdity,  the 
premises  of  the  foregoing  arguments  are  stated  as  follows :  (1)  'because  of  the  absence 
of  the  individualistic  character';  and  (2)  'because  of  the  absence  of  commonality.*  The 
argument  thus  changed  becomes  capable  of  proving  the  non-difference  of  the  Class  from 
the  Individuals.  Because  the  premiss  signifies  that  the  difference  of  the  Class  from  the 
Individuals  is  concomitant  with  unreality ;  and  it  follows  from  this  that  their  non*dif- 
crence  must  be  concomitant  with  reality — i.e.  real. 

i*-l3  This  meets  the  following  Bauddha  argument ;  "  Even  when  you  admit  of  a 
Class,  you  have  to  assume  that  it  is  capable  of  producing  ideas  of  similarity  5  why 
should  we  not,  then,  attribute  the  same  capability  to  the  Individuals  themselves  ? 

l*  It  is  only  the  cognition  of  the  common  character  that  can  be  said  to  be  capable 
of  being  implied  by  the  Individual.  If,  however,  the  capability  itself  becomes  non-cog» 
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1 5.  Inasmuch  as  the   Individuals  themselves  are  different  from  one 
another,  they  can  never  be  cognised  hy  a  single  Idea ;  because  (being  many 
and  diverse)  they  cannot  have  (any  notion  of  single  commonality  for)  their 
object.    And  as  for  the   capability  itself,  it  does   not   belong  to  these 
(Individuals). 

16.  If  the  capability  be  different  (in  each  Individual  and   something 
wholly  different    from  the  Individual    itself),  then  there    cannot    be 
one  idea  (embracing  all  the  Individuals).    And  if  the  capability  of  each 
Individual  were  identical  (with  it),  then  too,  we  could    only  have  ideas 
of  the  Individuals  (and  not  of  all  of  them  collectively  as  one  corporate 
whole. 

17.  For  these  reasons  you  must  also  admit  of  the   Glass,  which   is 
apart  from  the   Individuals   and  their  capabilities,  and  yet  embraces  all 
Individuals,  and  pervades  through  each  of  them. 

18.  Thus  then,  for  us,  there  is  a  distinct  object  of  the  Ideaof  single  com- 
monality ;  and  it  is  a  natural  property  of  the  Individuals.     And  as  such,  it 
may  be  named  either  u  Samanya,"  or  "  Akrti,"  or  "  Jati,"  or  "  paktL" 

19.  (Ofc/.)  :  •   "  Well,  even  in  the  case  of  such  (summum  genuses)  as 
"Satta"  and  the  like,  we  have  an  idea  of  their  forming  a  Class  ; — how  could 

iiisable,  how  can  it  lead  to  the  cognition  of  something  else  ?  If  the  capability  is  not  cog- 
nised, how  can  that  whicli  is  said  to  be  the  object  of  this  capability  be  cognised  ?  And 
hence  all  ideas  of  any  single  commonality  must  be  rejected  as  utterly  groundless. 

1&  This  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  It  is  not  the  capability  that  is  the 
basis  of  the  idea  of  single  commonality  j  the  Individuals  themselves  constitute  this 
basis."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  Individuals  being  many  and  diverse,  they 
can  never  be  the  basis  of  any  idea  of  single  commonality,  which  must  be  the  object  of 
a  notion  of  something  which  is  one  only.  It  is  only  a  single  form  that  can  be  the  object 
of  a  single  notion  ;  but  you  do  not  admit  of  any  single  form  embracing  all  Individuals 
(as  that  would  be  nothing  more  or  less  than  admitting  the  Class)  j  hence  you  cannot 
reasonably  hold  the  Individuals  to  bring  about  any  notion  of  single  commonality.  As 
for  the  capability,  though  you  admit  of  its  existence,  yet,  in  ao  much  as  you  deny  its 
cognition,  it  cannot  serve  as  the  basis  of  any  notion  of  single  commonality  :  hence 
with  regard  to  the  case  in  question,  it  is  as  good  as  non-existent. 

16  is  the  capability  different  from  the  Individuals  or  not  ?  It  appears  as  one  ;  but 
if  it  be  different,  it  could  not  appear  as  one.  And  again  if  it  be  different;  how  could  it 
denote  any  single  commonality ,  by  means  of  the  Individuals,  that  are  many  and  diverse  ? 
If  however  it  be  identical  with  the  Individuals,  we  could  have  no  other  idea  save  that 
of  Individuals.  And  these  Individuals  being  many  and  diverse,  they  could  not  form 
the  basis  of  any  notion  of  single  commonality. 

n  "Therefore" — i.e.  since  neither  the  Individuals  uor  their  capability  are  found 
to  be  fib  to  be  the  basis  of  the  nation  of  single  commonality,  "yet,  $"c. "—  The  Class 
resides  as  a  whole  is  each  of  the  Individuals. 

i»  Though  there-  cau  be  no  Class  of  Classen— such  as  "  yotwatu-a,"  (as  this  would 
lead  to  an  endless  series  of  classes),  y^s  uven  iu  the  absence  of  such  further  classes,  we 
have  the  idea  of  a  C/«s«  t>/  Clancy  as  one  in  which  many  diverse  classes,  auch  as 
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there  be  any  such  idea  without  the  existence  of  another  more  extensive 
Class  P" 

20-21.  (Reply}.  This  argument  that  you  bring  forward  is  exactly  met 
by  the  case  of  the  forest.  For  even  though  the  idea  of  the  further  Class  is 
mistaken,  that  of  the  Minor  Classes  "  gotwa>  "  &c. — can  not  be  so.  Be- 
cause prior  to  the  utterance  of  the  words  (*  gotwa,  &c.,'  in  the  case  of  the 
classes  *  gotwa,'  *  apwatwa,'  &c.)»  we  have  no  one  notion  of  commonality 
with  regard  to  all  (such  Classes),  as  we  have  with  regard  to  the  individual 
cows  (in  the  case  of  the  Class  'Cow'). 

21-22.  Some  people  assert  than  even  in  this  case  (of  Class  of  Classes) 
there  is  a  perceptible  similarity  consisting  in  the  fact  of  their  being 
"  things "  (and  thus  constituting  the  Class  **  Vastutwa  ").  Bnt  if  such 
assumptions  were  admitted,  then  there  would  be  an  endless  series  of 
Classes  ;  in  as  much  even  between  the  summuni  genus  "  Vastutwa  "  and  the 
minor  Classes  u  gotiva"  <fec.,  there  may  be  assumed  to  be  a  similarity  (con- 
sisting in  the  fact  of  both  being  Classes,  and  so  on,  ad  infinitum ). 

23.  And  since  the  Individuals  too  are  things,  there  would  be  an  Idea 
of  Class  ("  Vastulwa  ")  with  regard   to  these  (Individuals)  also,  just  as  in 
the  case  of  "  Satta"  $*c.    Therefore,  there  can  be  no  such  class  (of  Classes) 
as  "  Vastutwa^ 

24.  Therefore,  in  the  case  of  "Satta,''  &c.,  the  application  of  the  word 

"  gotwa"  "  agwatwaj*  are  found  to  be  included.  But  in  as  mnch  as  there  can.  be 'no 
Class  of  Classes,  this  idea  connot  but  be  admitted  to  be  a  mistaken  one.  "  And,"  urges 
the  objector,  "  on  the  same  grounds,  why  should  we  not  reject  the  idea  of  the  Class 
'gotwa*  also,  as  being  a  mistaken  one  ?" 

80.21  "  Forest" — The  Forest  is  nothing  apart  from  the  trees  in  it.  And  hence 
though  the  idea  of  the  "  Forest  **  apart  from  the  trees  is  clearly  a  mistaken  one,  yet 
the  idea  of  the -trees  themselves  cannot  be  so.  Similarly,  in  the  present  case,  though 
the  idea  of  the  Class  of  Classes  may  be  mistaken,  that  of  the  Classes  themselves  cannot 
be  so. 

"  Because  prior  fo,  <J*c." — In  the  case  of  the  idea  of  the  Class  of  Classes,  the  idea 
of  singleness  is  merely  verbal.  When  the  similarity  of  the  bovine  characteristics  is 
perceived  to  exist  in  a  number  of  cows,  without  an  expression  of  the  idea  of  similarity 
in  the  word  "  Gotwa,"  we  have  not  the  remotest  idea  of  any  other  class,  as  "  Afwatoca." 
It  is  only  when  the  word  "  Gotwa "  has  been  uttered,  even  without  the  perception  of 
any  similarity,  &c. — that  we  remember  similar  words,  like  "  Aqwatwa"  and  the  like  j 
and  the  idea  of  similarity  among  these  various  classes  (k<  Gotwa"  " Afwatica"  &c.), 
lies  only  in  the  verbal  form ;  in  as  much  as  there  is  nothing  common  amon^  them  except 
their  ending  in  the  abstract  affix  "  twa."  And  hence  such  au  idea  cannot  but  he  a 
mistaken  one* 

28  Individuals  are  thing*,  as  much  as  the  Classes  j  and  hence,  if  the  Ideas  of  Class 
be  said  to  be  based  upon  verbal  expression  only,  the  Individuals  would  be  as  entitled  to 
the  Idea,  as  the  classes  themselves. 

24  How  then,  is  a  single  word  "  Siimitiya"  applicable  in  common  to  all  class&s? 
Inasmuch  as  it  has  been  proved  that  thiH  similarity  is  only  verbal,  and  it  does  not 
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"  (commonality)  is  due  either  to  the  fact  of  the  one  (name)  apply. 
ing  to  many  and  diverse  classes  (as  <*gotwa?  'apwatwa,'  &c.)j  or  to  that 
of  bringing  abont  a  single  Idea  (with  regard  to  the  various  classes). 

25.  The  Class  resides  in  the  Individuals,  because  the   Class  is  not 
perceived  in  the  interval   between  the  perception    of  two   Individuals. 
And  we  do  not  admit  of  any  (omnipresent)  Class  like  "  Akaga.'* 

26.  Or,  even  if  it  be  admitted  to  be  omnipresent,  its  manifestation 
would  depend  upon  certain  capabilities  (in  the  Individuals  composing  it). 
And  such  capability  would  be  inferred  from  its  effect  in  the  shape  of  .the 
manifestation  (of  the  Class). 

27.  Therefore  tnat  (Individual)  alone  would  be  considered  to  be 
capable^  the.  presence  of  which  would  bring  about  the  manifestation  (of  the 
Class).    It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Class    ('gotwa')    is  not   perceived  in 
the  presence  of  any  and  every  individual. 

28.  Though  (all   Individuals,  cows,  horses,  &c.,  are)  different  (from 
all  Classes   "  goivta"  "  agwatwa,"  &e.),   yet  the  capability  (of  manifesting 
one  Class)  belongs  only  to  certain  (Individuals)  ;  while  some  (Individuals) 
are  wholly  without  such  capability.     And  certainly  no  exception  can  be 
taken  to  the  natural  capabilities  of  things. 

29-30.  For  instance,  to  such  facts,  as  the  burning  of  fire  and  not  of 
Akfipa,  who  could  take  exception  ?  It  is  merely  accepted  as  a  perceptible 
fact,  and  no  other  reason  for  it  is  looked  for.  And  the  mere  absence  of  any 
other  reason,  does  not  make  the  cognition  of  the  fact  (of  fire  burning) 
groundless  (i.e.,  false). 

30-31.     In  the  mere  fact  of  pointing  out  (or  manifesting  of  the   Class 

constitute  a  real  Class  in  the  shape  of  "  Samdnya"  this  application  of  the  name  to  all 
classes  must  be  explained  as  being  due  to  extraneous  influences  j  and  as  such  influences, 
we  have  the  facts  that  the  name  Cl  Sdmanya"  though  only  one,  belongs  to  all  the 
various  classes,  and  brings  about  a  single  idea  embracing  all  classes. 

85  "  And  we  do  not  fa"  —  The  Class  can  have  no  existence  apart  from  the  Indi- 
viduals ;  and  hence  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  omnipresent,  like  "  Akaca,  which  has  an 
independent  existence  of  its  own. 

8*  It  is  not  perceived  in  the  intervals  ;  because  at  that  time  there  is  no  individual 
endowed  with  the  requisite  capability. 

*f  Only  that  Individual  can  be  said  to  be  "  capable,"  which  manifests  the  Class. 
The  class  "  Gotwa"  is  manifested  by  the  individual  cows  alone;  and  hence  no  other 
individuals—  as  horses  or  elephants—can  be  said  to  manifest  that  Class. 

*8  Though  the  individual  cows  and  horses  are  equally  different  from  the  classes 
'  (Zofaoa'and  '  Avwatiea,'  yet  the  individual  cow  is  capable  of  manifesting  the  formei 
class  and  not  the  latter. 

»  That  which  is  perceived  by  the  Sense  does  not  require  any  other  proof  tc 
substantiate  it. 

80.81  if  the  jdea  Of  the  £jatfb.  were  proauce(i  by  Inference,  we  would  stand  in  need 
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by  the  Individ ual)  no  concomitant  property  need  be  looked  for ;  because 
such  manifestation  is  not  inferential;  and  in  the  case  of  sense-perception, 
what  would  be  the  use  of  any  further  definitions,  &c.  (of  marks  and 
characteristics,  &c.)  ? 

31-32.  Then  again,  the  relationship  between  the  Individual  and  the 
Class  is  purely  natural,  and  not  based  upon  any  reasoning.  Consequently 
we  do  not  require  any  other  Class,  for  the  establishment  of  such  relation- 
ship. And  like  the  aforesaid  capability,  the  natural  (character  of  the 
relation)  cannot  be  questioned. 

33.  Or,  even  if  the  relationship  were  based  upon  some  reasons, — since 
it  is  only  a  reason  or  ground,  in  some  form  or  the  other,  that  is  required, — 
therefore  wlien  certain  Individuals  have  been  perceived,  (they  themselves 
would  supply  the  necessary  grounds  for  the  relation),  and  nothing  else 
(in  the  shape  of  a  fresh  Class)  would  be  needed. 

34«.  Question  :  "Wherefore  do  other  Individuals  not  signify  the  Class  ?  " 
Answer;  Simply  because  such  manifestation  is  not  seen  to  follow  from  them. 
And  since  such  non-application  of  one  set  of  individuals  to  another  Class  is 
only  natural,  no  other  grounds  for  non-manifestation,  need  be  sought  after. 

35-36.  Question  :  "  Since  you  do  not  admit  of  any  further  'Samanya' 
(a  higher  Class)  for  the  controlling  of  the  application  (i.e.,  the  relation  bet- 
ween certain  Individuals  and  Classes),  therefore,  why  should  not  the  notion 
of  the  individual  cow  be  independent  of  any  snch  controlling  agency  as  that 
of  the  Glass  'Cow '  ?  And  just  as,  even  though  (all  individuals  are)  equally 
different  (from  the  Class)  yet  the  capability  of  relationship  belongs  only  1o 
some  of  them,  (independently  of  any  other  causes),  so  too  we  would  have 
the  cognition  of  the  individual  'cow'  (naturally  by  itself),  without  any 

other  causes." 

\ 

of  a  concomitant  property.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  only  a  case  of  Sense-percep- 
tion. This  anticipates  the  following  question  :  "  By  what  mark  do  we  know  that 
such  an  individual  will  manifest  such  a  Class?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  it  is 
only  Inference  that  stands  in  need  of  such  a  mark ;  Sense-perception  does  not  reqnire 
it. 

W-88  This  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "The  individuals  being  many, 
they  cannot  be  the  cause  of  any  one  relationship, — and  as  such  we  shall  require  another 
Class  for  the  establishing  of  the  said  relationship."  The  reply  is  that  the  relationship 
is  natural,  and  not  based  upon  any  extraneous  grounds. 

8*  How  is  it  that  the  individual  cow  does  not  indicate  the  class  *  Horse  *  ? 

W.86  If  many  and  diverse  individuals  be  the  grounds  of  the  existence  of  a  single 
Class,  we  may  have  the  same  Individuals  as  the  causes  of  the  single  notion  of  the 
individual  cow;  and  we  need  not  have  any  such  thing  as  the  class  'cow/  And  just  an 
among  certain  individuals,  equally  different  from  the  Class,  only  a  few  have  the  natural 
capability  of  being  related  to  the  Class ;  so  also  we  could  have  a  natural  cognition 
of  the  class  '  Cow '  without  any  other  cause. 
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37  Answer  :  Inasmuch  as  we  do  not  admifc  of  the  appearance  of 
any  cognitions,  in  the  absence  of  objects, — we  necessarily  require  a  Class, 
apart  from  the  Individual. 

38.  All  Ideas,  appearing  without  corresponding  objects,  must,  in  the 
absence  of  such  objects,  be  rejected  as  false.    And  the  existence  of  the  class 
("cow")  here  cannot  be  said  to  be  faulty,  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of 
another  (Class). 

39.  If  the  Class  were  not  admitted,  then  there  could  be  no  function- 
ing  of  Verbal   Testimony  and    Inference    (as   means   of  true  cognition). 
Because  there  could  be   no  relationship  among  individuals,  on  account  of 
the  endless  number  (of  these). 

40.  And  further,  this  (relation)  is  of  use  to  the   person  (in  arriving 
at    Inferences  and   Verbal  Testimony),   simply  because  of  its  being    so 
perceived.     Whereas  in  the  case  of  the  relation  between  the  Individual 
and  the  Class,  there  is  no  need  of  perception. 

41-42.  When  the  object,  in  the  shape  of  the  Class  *  cow,7  has  been 
cognised  by  means  of  the  Senses,  Apparent  Inconsistency  leads  to  the  ac- 

&7  With  regard  to  the  different  kinds  of  cows,  we  have  an  idea  of  a  single  com- 
monality consisting  of  a  character  that  is  common  to  all  cows.  And  sinc£  there  can  be 
no  ideas  without  their  counterpart  realities,  therefore  we  must  admit  of  a  single  clfu*s 
u  Cow,"  independently  of  the  specific  characteristics  of  the  individual  cows. 

38  It  is  a  fact  of  common  experience,  in  the  case  of  different  kinds  of  medicine 
effecting  a  cure  of  the  same  disease,  that  even  many  and  diverse  agents  conspire  to 
bring  about  a  single  end.  Therefore  even  in  the  absence  of  .any  further  assumed 
Classes,  it  is  only  reasonable  that  the  diverse  Individuals  should  directly  point  to  a 
single  Class. 

89  Verbal  Testimony  is  based  upon  the  relation  of  Word  and  Meaning ;  and  In- 
ference is  based  upon  the  relation  subsisting  among  the  various  terms  of  the  syllogism. 
If  we  had  no  Classes,  all  relationships  would  have  to  be  based  upon  Individuals  j  and 
as  all  Individuals  (innumerable)  could  not  be  perceptible  at  any  one  time,  no  relation- 
ship would  ever  be  perceived. 

*0  In  the  case  of  Inference,  a  relationship  is  of  use  in  the  argument,  only  when  it 
has  been  duly  ascertained,  as  existing  among  the  terms  concerned.  Of  the  Glass, 
however,  the  relationship  with  the  Individual  is  based  upon  the  very  nature  of  the  two ; 
and  as  such  it  does  not  stand  in  need  of  being  actually  realised  in  perception. 

4d-*2  Even  though  the  capability  (of  producing  a  single  idea  of  commonality 
possessed  by  certain  Individuals)  exists,  yet,  in  as  much  as  no  Idea  can  exist  without 
its  counterpart  reality,  we  cannot  but  admit  of  the  reality  of  the  Classt  as  the  real 
object  of  the  single  notion  of  commonality  produced  by  the  aforesaid  capability;  and 
hence  if  the  Class  be  denied,  the  capability  itself  becomes  untenable. 

"The  capability t  $"c." — This  is  in  anticipation  of  the  argument  that  the  capability 
itself  might  be  accepted  to  be  the  object  of  the  notion  of  commonality— thereby  doing 
away  with  the  necessity  of  postulating  the  Class.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the 
existence  of  the  Class  is  realised  by  Sense-perception;  and  as  such  it  is  far  more 
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cepfcance  of  a  single  capability  as  the  controlling  agent  (of  stich  relation 
between  the  Individuals  and  the  Class);  and  this  (capability)  being  now 
established,  cannot  set  aside  its  own  cause  (the  idea  of  the  Glass).  The 
capability  itself  cannot  be  the  object  of  this  (single)  notion  (of  common- 
ality); because  it  is  not  perceptible  by  the  Senses. 

43.  The  regressus  ad  infinitum,   that  you  urge  on  the  ground  of  (the 
necessity  of  having  further  and  further)  other  Classes,  could  only  tend 
to  the  rejection  of  (all  ideas  of)  Glass.     But  such  rejection  is  opposed  to 
facts  perceived  by  the  Sense. 

44.  Either  the  relation  (between  the  Individual  and  the  Class),  or 
the  basis  thereof,  is  not  the  means  of  cognising  the  Class.     It  is  only  when 
the  individual  object  has  been  perceived  (by  the  Sense)  in  its  true  form, 
that  the  Class  is  subsequently  definitely  ascertained. 

45.  Since  the  dewlap,  &c,,  and  the  class '  cow*  are  both  connected  with 
the  same  object  (cow),  therefore  the  existence  of  the  dewlap,  Ac.,  tends 
simply  to  point  (to  the  Glass  as  related  to  the  same  individual  objects  of 
which  it  itself  is  the  qualification).     And  it  is  not  necessary  that  any- 
thing that  serves  to  point  to  something  else  must  be  an  integral  part  of  it. 

46-47.  And  when  there  is  no  absolute  difference  between  the  dew- 
lap, &c.,  and  the  individual  cow,  and  again  between  the  class  *cow  '  and  the 
individuals  (composing  it),  then  the  reply  to  the  question — "  how  is  it 
that  the  class  <  cow  *  applies  only  to  the  objects  endowed  with  the  dewlap, 
<fcc>  ? " — would  be  that  it  does  so  simply  because  the  Class  consists  of 
(is  identical  with)  it  (the  individual  endowed  with  the  dewlap,  <fcc.)  Then 
as  for  the  question — "Whence  this  identity  ?" — you  must  understand  that 
it  lies  in  the  very  nature  (of  the  Class  and  the  Individuals  composing  it). 

reasonable  to  admit  the  Class  as  the  real  object  of  the  notion  of  commonality,  than  the 
Capability,  which,  at  best,  can  only  be  inferred. 

**  Thns  the  ascertainment  of  the  Class  is  independent  of  the  relation,  Ac.;  and  as 
such  cannot  be  rejected. 

*6  This  is  in  anticipation  of  an  objection  .to  the  Bhashya  passage,  where  it  is 
declared  that  the  Class  (*cowf)  is  qualified  by  the  dewlap,  &c. ;  this  theory  makes  the 
.cognition  of  the  Class  *  cow*  dependent  upon  that  of  another  Class  *  dewlap  *j  and  this 
goes  against  the  standard  theory  of  the  independent  cognisability  of  the  Class  '  cow.1 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that -when  the  Bhashya  raised  the  question — what  is  the 
neaning  of  the  word  *  Cow  J  ? — the  reply  given  was  that  the  signification  of  hhe  word 
consisted  of  the  class  endowed  with  the  dewlap ,  ^*c.,  meaning  thereby  the  object  endowed 
with  these.  The  peculiar  wording  may  be  explained  on  the  ground  of  both  the  dewlap 
and  the  Class  (cow '  being  related  to  one  and  the  same  object,  the  individual  cow ;  and 
in  no  case  can  we  admit  the  dewlap  as  qualifying  the  Class.  "And  it  is  not  necessary, 
fa" — i.e<)  because  the  dewlap  is  not  an  integral  part  of  the  Class  *  cow,'  that  is  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  be  accepted  as  defining  (or  specifying)  it. 

**I-*8  This  supplies,  from  the  Author's  own  standpoint,  an  answer  to  the  question — 
37 
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48-49.  -Thus  the  fixity  (of  relation)  is  established  in  accordance 
with  ordinary  sense-perception.  And  the  difference  among  the  various 
classes ^Oow/  ('Horse'),  <fcc.,  are  based  on  the  very  nature  of  things,  and 
are  not  due  to  any  difference  in  their  respective  manifesting  agencies ;  for 
if  it  were  so,  then  like  the  shortness,  &c.,  (of  letters),  the  difference  among 
classes  would  become  false.  Then  again,  we  ask — On  what  depends  the 
difference  between  the  manifesting  agency  (the  wmvnum  genus  u  Vastutwa  ") 
and  the  individual  objects,  elephants,  &c.  ?  If  ifc  be  said  that  the  difference 
is  natural, — we  can  say  the  *  same  ( with  regard  to  the  difference  of  the 
Minor  classes  themselves, — thus  doing  away  with  the  intervention  of  a 
summum  genus). 

50.  If  it  be  urged  that  the  difference  is  due  to  the  peculiarity  of  the 
manifested  class ; — then  there  would  be  mutual  dependence.  Therefore  the 
difference  between  the  classes  (c  cow 'and  'elephant')  and  the  individuals 
(cow  and  elephant)  must  be  held  to  be  based  upon  the  very  nature  of 
things. 

51  Objection  :  "Since  the  Class  extends  over  many  (individuals)  and 
the  Individual  over  nothing  but  itself,  therefore  they  (the  Class  and  the 
Individual)  cannot  properly  be  held  to  be  identical ;  and  hence  (in  the 
cognition  of  the  Class)  there  must  be  some  secondary  imposition. 

what  is  the  ground  of  the  peculiar  relationship  between  the  Class  and  the  Individual  ? 
This  ground  is  held  to  be  mere  identity. 

48.49  «  27ie  difference,  <^c." — This  is  levelled  against  those  that  hold  that  all  classes 
are  identical  in  the  summum  genus  'Vastutwa*  and  that  their  differentiation  into  the 
minor  classes  is  due  to  certain  manifesting  agencies  in  the  shape  of  the  words  '  Qotwa ' 
c  acwatwa,'  and  the  like  j  just  as  in  the  case  of  Letters,  the  only  difference  lies  in  the 
Intonations— short  or  long,  high  or  low,  &c. 

"  We  can  say  the  same,  ^c.*1 — In  the  case  of  individual  cows  also,  there  is  a  natural 
difference  among  them.  Thus,  then,  though  *  Vastutwa,'  is  one,  yet,  owin'g  to  the  differ, 
ences  among  the  individual  cows  and  elephants,  if  it  be  held  to  appear  manifold,  in  the 
shape  of  the  minor  classes,  "Cow"  and  "Elephant," — then,  in  the  same  manner,  in  as 
much  as  there  are  natural  differences  among  the  individual  cows  themselves,  these 
individuals  could  be  taken  as  forming  so  many  minor  classes*,  especially  as  the  only 
ground  for  *  Vastutwa1  appearing  in  the  forms  of  the  minor  classes  £{  Cow,"  "  Elephant," 
&o»,  is  the  fact  of  its  difference  from  the  individual  cows  and  elephants.  This  is  a 
palpable  absurdity;  consequently,  we  cannot  but  admit  of  a  class  "Cow,"  which  is 
distinct  from  the  elephant,  &a,  and  yet  embraces,  within  itself,  all  individual  cows. 
And  in  this  manner  the  necessity  of  the  minor  class  *  cow  *  is  established,  apart  from 
any  manifesting  agency  in  the  shape  of  a  summum  genus, 

60  "Mutual  dependence" — The  cognition  of  the  manifested  depending  upon  the 
manifesting  agency,  and  the  difference  of  this  latter  from  the  individuals,  necessary 
for  the  said  manifestation,  depending  npon  the  peculiarity  of  the  manifested  class. 

M-  In  as  much  as  they  cannot  be  identical,  the  idea  of  the  Class  must  be  either 
mistaken,  or  only  a  secondary  characteristic  imposed  upon  the  Individual. 
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52.  "We  must  admit*  the  difference  (of  the   Ctess  as   extending  over 
each  different  individual), — because  the  Class  is  identical  with  those  that 
are  different  (among  themselves) — like  the  specific  character,  (of  the  indi- 
viduals).   And  again,  we  must  admit  the  singleness  of  individuals, — because 
they  are  all  identical  with  the  one  (Class). 

53.  Then  again,  "how  can  one  and  the  same  thing,  (the  Class  and  the 
Individual  being  identical,  aud  thus  one  and  the  same),  be  both  one  (in  -the 
form  of  the  Class)  and  many  (in  the  form  of  the  Individuals),  and  then  too, 
extend  over  others  (as  a  Class)  aud  be  restricted  within  itself  (as  an  Indi- 
vidual) ?  How  too,  can  the  same  be  both  the  Class  and  the  Individual  ?  These 
among  others  are  the  inevitable  contradictions  involved  in  your  theory.**  " 

54-55.  Reply  ;  It  is  not  proper  to  urge  these  contradictions  (as  they 
do  not  apply  to  our  theory) ;  because  it  is  only  when  the  Individual  is 
cognised  as  being  identical  wifch  the  Class,  that  it  can  extend  over  many 
things  ;  and  the  class  too  is  known  to  extend  to  nothing  be3rond  itself, 
only  when  it  is  perceived  to  have  become  identical  with  the  character  of 
the  Individual.  (Thus  there  ceases  to  be  any  contradiction). 

55-56.  In  the  same  manner  is  to  be  set  aside  the  (contradiction  based 
upon  the)  fact  of  (one  and  the  same  thing)  being  both  diverse  and  one 
because  in  one  shape  (that  of  Class)  we  may  have  singleness,  and  in  another 
(that  of  Individual),  diversity. 

56-57.  He  who  urges  the  diverse  character  of  the  Class  is  to  be  shown 
that  ( the  Class  has  that  chai'acfcer)  when  it  is  in  the  shape  of  the  Indivi- 
duals ;  and  hence  we  accept  this  character,  as  also  the  single  character  of 
the  Individuals,  only  as  appearing  in  the  shape  of  ttie  Class. 

*2  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this :  "  The  Class  is  identical  with  all  Individuals 
the  Individuals  differ  from,  one  another ;  hence  the  Class  as  affecting  one  Individual 
must  be  different  from  that  which  affects  another.  Secondly  all  Individuals  being 
identical  with  the  one  Class,  they  must  all  be  one  and  one  alone.  Thus  then,  the  theory 
of  the  identity  of  the  Class  with  the  Individuals  militates  against  two  of  your  most 
cherished  notions.  The  first  syllogism,  brought  forward  in  the  Karika  does  away  with 
the  very  character  of  the  Class — vis  that  of  being  one  and  embracing  many  Individuals ; 
and  the  second  syllogism  strikes  at  the  character  of  the  Individuals,  which  are  held  to 
be  many  and  diverse. 

64.66  it  ia  oniy  when  t,}^  Individual  has  acquired  the  character  of  the  Class  that 
it  can  extend  over  many  Individuals;  and  the  Class  too  is  restricted  within  itself  only 
when  it  has  acquired  the  character  of  the  Individual. 

66,66  The  Class  £  Cow/  in  the  shape  of  the  red  ecu?,  differs  from  the  bZacfc  cow;  where- 
as  in  its  own  generic  shape— of  the  Class  '  Cow* — it  cannot  but  be  identical  with  the 
black  cow  also.  And  this  does  not  constitute  any  self-contradiction,  as  it  is  always  pos- 
sible for  one  and  the  same  thing  to  bear  one  relation  to  one  thing>  and  the  opposite 
relation  to  another  thing. 

M-*i  The  contradictory  character  is  admitted,  as  explained  in  the  foregoing  Karika  5 
hence  your  syllogisms  become  entirely  superfluous. 
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57-58.  As  in  the  case  of  the  variegated  colour,  we  can  optionally  fix 
upon  any  one  of  the  various  colours  (without  any  contradiction),  simply 
because  the  object  (colour)  is  of  a  variegated  character, — so,  in  the  same 
manner,  we  could  fix  upon  the  diversity  or  unity  (of  the  Class  or  the  In- 
dividual, without  any  contradiction,  hecause  in  different  shapes  both  are 
capable  of  having  the  two  characters). 

58-59.  He  who  would  seek  (by  the  above  arguments)  to  prove  the 
diversity  (of  the  Class),  after  having  separated  the  Class-cliaracter  (from 
the  Individuals),  will  have  his  premiss  failing.  And  if  the  premiss  were 
to  be  fulfilled,  then  it  would  simply  be  proving  the  proved  (t.e.,  redundant) . 

59-61 .  When  the  Class  is  cognised  as  identical  in  form  with  the  divers 
Individuals,  then  the  object  appears  only  in  its  individual  form  ;  and  when 
this  (individual  character)  has  appeared  (to  consciousness),  the  (character 
of)  Class  continues  to  lie  latent  in  it,  helping  its  existence  ;  and  though 
a  real  entity,  this  (character  of  the  Class)  appears  to  us  to  be  non-existing, 
because  it  is  (at  that  time)  not  perceptible  (by  itself,  apart  from -the 
Individual). 

61-62.  When  we  are  cognisant  of  the  Individuals  themselves  as  non- 
different  from  the  Class,  then  it  is  the  Class  itself  that  is  perceived  (and 
the  Individuals  continue  to  lie  latent). 

62-68.  When,  however,  an  object  of  variegated  character  is  cognised 
at  once  (without  any  concrete  cognition  of  details),  then  difference,  non- 
difference,  diversity  and  all  things  else  become  latent* 

63-64.  But  no  word  can  express  such  an  object  ( in  the  abstract)  ; 
(in  as  much  as)  all  words  apply  to  the  generic  forms  (of  things). 

68.69  The  premiss  is  in  the  form — "  because  it  is  identical  with  diverse  Individuals." 
But  when  the  Class-character  is  removed,  then  the  identity  ceases  to  exist ;  because 
it  is  only  the  Class  that  is  one  and  identical,  embracing  all  Individuals.  Thus  then  if 
the  Identity  is  accepted,  the  Class-character  of  the  Individual  cannot  but  be  admitted. 

61.82  Thus  then,  the  Individual  and  the  class  are  cognised,  equally,  in  the  same 
manner,  according  as  occasion  presents  itself.  Therefore  none  of  the  two  can  be  denied . 
These  i  two  cases  are  of  concrete  cognition  ;  while  the  next  Karika  cites  a  case  of  un- 
qualified abstract  cognition.. 

88.64  The  first  half  of  the  Karika  anticipates  the  following  objection  :  "  If  the  form 
of  the,  object  be  as  described  in  the  foregoing  Karika,  then,  how  can  you  explain  the 
assertion  of  the  Bhashya  that  *  the  class  is  the  denotation  of  the  word  *  ?  For  it  is  the 
real  form  of  the  object  (which  has  been  shown  to  be  abstract)  that  a  word  onght  to  denote  , 
or  else,  it  becomes  entirely  disconnected  from  the  objecfsought  to  be  signified."  The  sense 
of  the  reply  is  that  no  word  can  have  any  significance  with  regard  to  the  variegated 
character;  of  an  object  taken  in  the  abstract ;  since  words  apply  to  certain  portions  of 
the  object,  and  this  portion  is  the  generic  form  of  the  object, — that  is  to  say,  the  idea 
of  the  Class  as  contained  in  the  idea  of  the  Individual  is  what  forms  the  object  of 
verbal  signification. 
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64-65.  In  view  of  the  object  as  a  complete  whole  (not  signified  by 
the  word),  some  people  assert  the  separation  of  certain,  parts  of  the  denota- 
tion of  the  word  to  be  false.  Bat  the  fact  of  the  generic  idea  (of  Class) 
being  a  part  (of  the  denotation  of  words)  cannot  be  denied. 

65-66.    He,  who  explains  "  Class  "  as  being  merely  the  similarity  among  \ 
individual  objects  (should  explain),    what   he   understands    by   the   word 
"  similarity."     If  it  be  the  fact  of  the  various  individuals  having  one  and 
the  same  form  (and  character),  then  this  is  exactly  what  we  mean  by  the 
word  "  Class. " 

67-68.  If  however,  by  "  Similarity  "  you  mean  the  Similarity  of  form, 
then  you  must  explain  whose,  and  with  whom,"  is  this  similarity.  For,  in 
their  particular  forms,  the  cow  that  is  red  is  not  similar  to  that  which 
is  black.  If  (it  be  urged  that)  the  former  are  similar  to  the  latter, 
in  that  they  have  similar  limbs  &c., — then  (we  say  that)  the  idea  of  simi- 
larity that  we  would  have  would  be  in  the  form  u  like  the  black  cow";  and 
this  could  not  give  rise  to  the  notion  of  (both  sorts  "of  cows  belonging  to) 
a  common  Class  *  Cow.  ' 

69.  Even   by   mistake  we  could  only  have  the  notion  that  "this  (red 
cow)  is  the  black  one";  and  not  that   "it  belongs   to   the  Class  '  Cow  V 
For  the  form  of  the  red  cow  is  not  the  form  of  cow  in  general* 

70.  There  would  be  no  idea  of  "  Cow  "  with   reference  to   any   other 

84.86  Since  words  do  not  touch  the  complete  forma  of  objects,  as  they  exist ; 
therefore,  on  this  sole  ground,  some  people  assert  that  the  separation  of  the  generic 
from  the  other  elements  of  the  object  is  a  mistake.  The  sense  of  the  last  sentence 
added  to  the  reply  given  to  this  view  is  that,  though  this  separation  may  be  considered 
a  mistake;  yet  no  one  can  deny  the  existence  of  various  elements  in  the  idea  of  an 
object ;  nor  can  any  one  deny  the  fact  of  the  generic  idea  (of  the  Class)  being  one  of 
these  elements.  Therefore  Words,  according  to  their  capabilities,  must  be  taken  to 
touch  only  certain  elements  of  the  object  (and  not  all  of  them) ;  and  this  fact  cannot 
be  rightly  construed  into  a  disconnection  of  the  Word  with  the  real  character  of  the 
object. 

61.88  If  the  similarity  were  to  rest  in  the  Individuals,  then,  we  could   not  perceive 
aily  similarity  between  the  red  cow  and  the  black.    Even  if  there  be  certain  similarities 
of  bodily  shape,  limbs,  &o.,  all  the  idea  we  could  have  would   be  that — *  the  red  Cow^ 
is  similar  to   the  black  Cow,'  and  this  could  never  be  the  source  of  an  idea  of  the  l  - 
comprehensive    Class    c  Cow ' — in   the  form  that  '  both  the  red  cow  and  the  black 
equally  belong  fco  the  Class  Cow.* 

W  If  ifc  be  urged  that  the  idea  of  Class  is  a  mistaken  one,  based  on  similarity,— 
even  then,  in  the  case  of  the  two  cows,  red  and  black,  the  idea  would  be  that '  the  red 
cow  is  the  black  cow.'  For  any  idea — either  correct  or  mistaken — of  the  Class  *  Cow, 
in  this  case,  there  is  nocause.  "The  form  of  the  red  Cow  $rc"  For  if  it  were  so,  then 
the  black  or  the  white  cow  would  cease  to  be  called  a  '  Cow.* 

10  The  generic  idea  of  the  "  Cozy  "  is  found  to  belong  to  all  cows— black,  red,  &c., 
and  yet  you  seem  to  restrict  the  name  to  only  red  ones.  Therefore  your  theory  dis- 
tinctly militates  against  the  well-established  fact  of  the  generic  idea  of  Cow  in  general. 
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cows  besides  the  black  one,  even  if  they  were  very  much  similar  to  it.  But 
such  an  idea  (of  "  Cow  ")  is  actually  found  to  exist.  And  yet  you  do  not 
admit  the  existence  anywhere  of  such  a- generic  form  as  the  "  Cow"  in 
general. 

71.  Nor   is  any   other   "  Cow  "  known  to  exist,  on  which  you  could 
base  the  notion  of  similarity  (extending  overall  cows).     And  again,  with 
regard  to  two  objects  that  are  similar,  no  idea  that   "  it  is  that "   (i.e.,  no 
idea  of  absolute  identity )  can  exist  for  ever. 

72.  Since  the  idea  (of  Glass)  belongs  to  all  men  (at  all  times),  it^can- 
not  be  a  mistaken  notion  ;  specially  as  it  is  never  found  to  be  (contradicted 
and)  set  aside  (by  any  perceptible  fact).    And  if  (even  in  the  absence    of 
any  such  contradicting  fact)  we  accept  an  assumption  (of  its  unreality), 
then  all  ideas  could  be  rejected  as  false. 

73-74».  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do  uot  perceive  any  particular  virtue 
iu  any  particular  individual  cow  :  what,  then,  is  that  one  individual,  which 
would  be  called  a  "  Cow  "  (aud  on  a  similarity  with  which  we  would  apply 
the  name  *  Cow  '  to  other  individuals )  ?  If  some  pristine  individual  (the 
first  cow  created  by  God,  f.i.,  were  said  to  be  such  an  Individual),— then, 
inasmuch  as  we  have  never  seen  this  pristine  individual,  and  hence  can  never 
have  any  idea  of  similarity  (with  it),  we  could  never  have  any  generic  idea 
of '  Cow  *  in  general  (through  that  individual  Cow). 

11  « 2f0f|  ^c." — This" is  in.  anticipation  of  the  following  argument:  "The  cZass 
cow  is  not  the  similarity  of  the  black  cow,  but  a  similarity  with  a  cow  which  is  simi- 
lar to  all  cows  in  existence."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  you  do  not  admit  of  any 
such  generic  entity  as  the  *  Cow  *  j  and  yet  yon  cannot  reasonably  deny  its  existence, 
cognised  by  all  persons. 

"  And  further,  #•<;."— In  every  case  of  mistaken  notions — as  in  the  case  of  silver 
and  shell— one  is  for  a  moment  deceived  by  similarity,  and  t«akes  the  one  for  the  other  j 
but  soon  after  he  perceives  a  difference,  he  is  undeceived,  and  ceases  to  have  any  idea 
of  the  identity  of  the  two  objects.  Such  is  the  case  with  all  mistaken  notions  : 
they  always  disappear  in  due  course  of  time.  In  the  case  of  the  idea  of  the  Class 
*  Cow'  however,  we  fiud,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  all  along  eternity,  all  men  have  had 
the  idea  that  all  the  various  kinds  of  Cows  belong  to  the  Single  Class  '  Cow  *  ;  and 
certainly  such  a  long- continued  universally  recognised  idea  cannot  be  disregarded  ae 
a  figment. 

TA-16  Similarity  of  body  means  that  all  cows  have  bodies  that  belong  to  one  and 
the  same  Class.  But  one  who  denies  all  Class  cannot  admit  of  this  explanation  j  and 
hence  it  is  yet  to  be  explained  what  is  meant  by  *  Similarity.1  "  For  an  idea,  tyc" — 
This  refers  to  the  following  argument  •  "  Even  in  the  absence  of  Classes  of  body,  the 
Individuals  themselves,  aided  by  certain  everlasting  Viands,  would  bring  about  ideas 
of  the  commonality  of  the  bodies,  and  thereby  also  the  idea  of  the  said  Similar- 
ity/* The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  in  the  absence  of  an  all-embracing  Class  (of 
Bodies),  the  many  and  diverse  Individuals  themselves  cannot,  in  any  way,  bring  about 
any  idea  of  single  commonality — as  we  have  already  shown  above. 
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74-75.  And  further,  there  can  be  no  idea  of  similarity,  in  the  absence 
of  Classes,  of  the  limbs  (of  "the  cow)  ;  for  an  idea  of  a  Class  is  not  pro- 
duced by  the  individuals  alone. 

75-76.  Then,  as  to  the  question,  whether  this  similarity  is  different, 
or  not  different,  from  the  individuals, — (it  must  be  admitted  that)  simi- 
larity must  consist  either  in  the  Class  (1.0*,  if  it  be  said  to  be  different 
from  the  Individual)  or  in  the  Individual  itself. 

76-77,  It  is  for  this  reason  that  in  his  own  work  Vindhy&vasin  has 
explained  that  "  sameness  of  form  "  (SSrupya)  is  not  an.  object  absolutely 
different  (from  the  Individuals).  And  it  is  only  by  mistake  that  "simi- 
larity "  has  been  asserted  by  (Vai§eshikas,  on  the  basis  of  Vindhyavasin's 
assertion)  to  constitute  what  we  call  a  Class.  ^ 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on 


SECTION  14. 
"  APOHA." 

1.  Ttiose,  who  have  assumed  the  Class  (<  Cow  ')  to  be  a  negation  of 
the  absence  of  Oow1 — even  these  people   have  clearly,  by  the  assertion  of 
the  .negation  of  the  absence  of  Ooio,  admitted  of  an  entity  in  the  shape  of 
"  gotwa  "  (the  Class  '  Cow '). 

2.  It  has  been  proved  before    (by  the  Bauddhas)  that  a  negation  ia 
only  another  form  of  positive  entity ;  and   hence,    please  tell  me  what  is 
that  positive  entity,  which  consists  in  the  negation  of  "Horse"  <fcc« 

3.  The  specific  (abstract)  form  cannot  be  held  to  be  such  an  object, 
because  it  is  undefined  (abstract  and  unqualified).     Nor  could  it  apply  to 

76.18  This  is  in  reply  to  the  following  theory :  "  Similarity  does  not  mean  the  Simi- 
larity of  bodies,  but  an  entity  altogether  different  from  Individuals  and  Classes ."  The 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that  we  have  never  come  across  any  similarity,  which  is  distinct 
from  the  Class,  and  yet  different  from  the  Individuals  (vide  Chapter  on  Analogy). 

78.77  Vindhyavasin  has  said—'  Sarupyam  Samanyam  *j  and  this  only  means  that  the 
Class  (8am£nya)  consists  in  Sdrupya, — that  is  in  the  one  single  form  which  is  common  to 
all  the  Individuals  (composing  that  Class) ;  and  yet  people  have  mistaken  Ms  'Sarvpya' 
for  '  Sadrgya  *  (Similarity),  and  have  gone  about  asserting  that  it  is  something  distinct 
from  Individuals,  &c.,  &c. 

1  The  Bauddhas  assert  that  the  Class  *  Cow '  is  only  the  negation  of  all  that  ia  not 
cow.  This  is  what  they  mean  by  '  Apoha.' 

8  Besides  the  class  *  Cow,1  there  can  be  no  other  positive  entity  that  could  be  the 
substratum  of  the  negation  of  f  not-cow.* 

8  To  that  which  is  undefined  cannot  be  attributed  any  positive  character— to  say 
nothing  of  a  negative  character. 
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the  individual  black  cow,  &c.,  because  that -would  not  be  common  (to  all 
cows). 

4.  The  forms  of  the  black,  red,  Ac.,  are  not  common  to  one  another, 
and  for  you  (Bauddhas),  there  is  no  one  entity  which  could  be  common  to 
the  rest,  for,  in  that  case,  there  would  be  an  endlessness   of  the  meanings 
(of  that  one  entity) . 

5.  All  non-cows  (horse,  &c.),  cannot  be  negatived  directly  by  any  in- 
dividual  (cow);  because  it  is  not   the   idea  of    the   black  cow  which,  is 
brought  about  by  the  negation  of  non-cow. 

6.  The   idea  of  the   black   cow  is  brought  about  by  the  negation  of 
cows  that  are  red,  <fcc.  (i.e.,  the  negation  of  all  cows  that  are  not  black).     Ifl 
on  the  contrary,   this   idea  of    the  black    cow  were    to    negative    the 
absence  of  cow  in  general,  (and  thus  be  tantamount  to  the  idea  of  cow  in 
general)^  then, — just  as  it  does  not  negative  itself  (since  it  itself  is  a  cow), — 
so  it  could  not  negative  the  other  kinds  of  cows   (red,   &c., — because  these 
too  would  be  as  much  Cows,  as  the  black  one),  (and  thus  the  well-established 
fact  of  the  black  cow  negativing  the  other  kinds  of  cows  would  be  contra- 
dicted). 

7.  Thus  then,  if  you  were  to  assume   that   there   is  partial  non-nega- 
tiving, while  there   is  general   real   negativing, — then   this   simultaneous 
affirmation  and  negation  would  involve  a  self-contradiction. 

8-9.  For  these  reasons,  there  can  be  no  negation  of  the  '  non-cow*  by 
such  individuals  (cows)  (as  have  their  forms  confined  within  themselves) 
Nor  is  a  conglomeration  of  these  (individual  cows)  the  means  of  negativing 

"  And  for  you,  $"c." — For  us,  there  is  a  class  *  cow*  which  is  common  to  all  indiv* 
dual  cows,  and  which  we  could  have  as  the  substratum  of  the  negation  of  '  not-cow.*  As 
for  the  Bauddhas,  they  do  not  admit  of  any  such  Class.  Hence  if  they  were  to  admit 
of  any  such  single  entity  as  f  cow/  then,  in  that  case,  in  as  much  ns  there  are  many 
kinds  of  cows,  the  one  word  {signifying  the  single  entity)  would  come  to  have  so 
many  distinct  denotations,  separately,  with  regard  to  each  separate  individual.  And 
such  endlessness  of  denotations  would  be  far  from  desirable.  Specially  as  we  can 
conceive  of  no  relationship  of  a  word  with  endless  denotations.  Hence  such  a  word 
could  never  be  used.  That  is  to  say,  if  particular  kinds  of  cows  were  to  be  the  substrate 
of  the  negation  of  *  uot-cow,* — and  thus  form  the  denotation  of  the  word  'cow* — then, 
inasmuch  as  there  are  endless  kinds  of  cows,  the  word  *  Cow  '  would  come  to  have  in 
numerable  denotations. 

*  The  negation  of  *  not-cow1  would  be  the  cow  in  general,  and  not  any  particular 
cow, 

1  If  the  theory  above  criticised  were  to  be  accepted,  then  the  individual  black  cow- 
in  accordance  with  a  perceived  fact,  would  negative  the  existence  of  all  other  kind- 
of  cows ;  and  yet  the  same  black  cow — being  the  substratum  of  the  negation  of  all 
1  non-cows,*  and  as  such  having  the  same  character  as  the  '  cow  *  in  general — would  also 
include  all  other  kinds  of  cowg,  which  it  has  previously  negatived.  Such  would 
be  the  contradiction. 
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u  non-cows."  Because,  in  that  case,  we  could  have  an  idea  of  *  cow  *  in 
general,  only  at  a  time  when  all  the  individual  cows  would  be  simultan- 
eously perceived-  (which  is  an  impossibility) ;  and  then  too,  the  idea  of  "the 
cow  in  general  would  be  only  such  as  would  rest  in  all  the  individual  cows 
taken  together  as  one  composite  whole ;  and  we  could  not  have  the  name 
*  cow '  apply  to  each  individual  cow  taken  separately  by  itself ;  and  as  for 
applying  to  a  conglomeration  of  all  individuals,  this  is  impossible  (because 
all  individuals,  past,  present  and  future  can  never  be  perceived  at  one 
and  the  same  time). 

10.  Therefore  that  one  form  alone,  which  resides  in  its  entirety  in 
each  and  every  one  of  the  individuals,  can  be  the  means  of  having  an  idea 
of  cow  (in  general}.     And  this  (form)  js  none  other  than  'cowness*  (i.e.,  the 
character  or  property  of  belonging  to  the  Glass  'Cow,'   which   is   common 
to  all  individual  cows). 

11.  Gbj  :  "  Bnt  in  the  case  of  the  different  sorts  of  Negation,  you  do  not 
admit  of  any  Class  in  the  form  of  a  positive  entity."     Reply :  Even  iti  the 
case  of  these  (we  hold  that)  the  Class  (is  a  positive  entity,  in  the  shape  of) 
existence  itself  qualified  (or  limited)  by  non-appearance,  &Q. 

12-13.  When  that  (existence)  is  qualified  by  appearance  (contin- 
uance), &c,,  then  it  is  known  as  a  positive  entity  ;  and  when  that  (very  exist-- 
ence)  is  qualified  .by  a  negation  due  to  the  presence  of  other  entities  (like 
the  curd,  &c.,  in  the  case  of  milk),  then  it  is  known  as  a  negative  entity 
(negation  of  milk  f.i.)  Non-eternality  (or  Destnictibility=Pradtfwmttsfl- 
Wtftoa)  belongs  to  a  positive  class  (consisting)  of  the  action  of  being 
destroyed. 

13-15.  "  What  would  non-Brahmanahood  be  with  respect  to  Kshatriyas, 
<fcc.  ?  Manhood  belongs  to  all  the  four,  and  as  such  cannot  be  said  to  be 
synonymous  with  '  non-Brahmanahood'  ;  and  the  idea  produced  by  the 
word  '  non-Brahmana '  does  not  refer  to  any  one  individual  caste  ;  because 
it  equally  signifies  all  the  three,  Kshatriya,  Ac.  Nor  can  it  be  held  to 
signify  the  three  conjointly,  because  this  notion  of  *  non-Brahmanahood ' 


11  'Pragalhdva*  signifies  an  existence  that  "has  not  yet   appeared,  and  so  on,  the 
various  phases  of  negation  may  be  explained  in  terms  of  positive  entities. 

l*-L3  This  explains  how,  in  accordance  with  the  above  theory,  we  could  differentiate 
between  entity  and  non-entity. 

18.15  in  this  case,  the  idea  of  non-Brahmanahood  belongs  equally  to  the  Kshatriya 
the  Vaicya  and  the  Qudraj  and  yet  non-Brahmanl>ood  cannot  be  lield  to  be  a  positive  • 
class  5  specially  because  we  do  not  know  of  any  such,  class  as  would  include  all  the 
three  castes  ;  the  one  that  is  possible  is  the  class  'manhood'  but  it  includes  the  BraK- 
manas  also.  Hence  in  this  case,  you  cannot  but  admit  a  negative  class  j  why,  then,  can 
you  not  find  your  way  to  accepting  a  general  Apoha  ?  *'JBach  of  the  three,  $Tc" — i.e.t 
A  Qudra  is  as  much  a  non-BraJimana  as  a  Kshatriya. 

38 
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belongs  to  each  of  the  three  separately.  Therefore,  the  only  class  that 
we  could  have  in  the  present  case  would  be  c  non-Brahmanahood '  (negation 
of  Brahmana)  ;  and  this  is  a  negative  entity.  And  just  as  we  have  the 
notion  of  Class  with  reference  to  a  negative  entity  like  "  non-Brahmana," 
so,  in  the  same  manner,  we  could  also  have  such  a  notion  of  Glass  with 
reference  to  the  4  Class  '  (when  we  explain  it  as  the  *  negation  of  non- 
cows  ')•" 

16-17.  (In  reply  to  the  above  objection)  some  people  hold  that  'non- 
Brahmana*  is  only  one  word,  like  the  word  "aJcsha,"  applying  to  (signi- 
fying) each  of  the  three  castes  (Kshatriya,  Vai9ya  and  padra).  But  this 
explanation  could  not  apply  to  the  case  of  "  non-jar."  Because  in  this 
case  (of  non-jar)  there  being  endless  individuals  that  are  not  jar,  we  are 
cognisant  of  the  fact  of  this  word  u  non-jar  "  being  common  to  (i.e.,  de- 
noting) all  of  them*  For  this  reason  (some  people  hold  that)  the  reason  for 
the  denotation  of  the  word  "  non-Brahmana  "  applying  to  Kshatriyas,  &c., 
lies  in  the  fact  of  certain  actions  and  properties  belonging  to  these  latter, 
and  not  to  the  Brahmanas. 

18.  The  true  exaplanation  however,  is  that  the  Class  "  Manhood," 
common  to  all  the  four  castes,  is  precluded,  by  means  of  the  negative  particle 
(in  the  word  "non-Brahmana"),  from  all  Brahmanas, — and  as  such, 
the  class  "non-Brahmanahood  (signifying  manhood  precluded  from  Brah* 
manas)  is  cognised  as  a  positive  entity ; — just  as  in  the  case  of  the  men- 
tion of  (special)  purposes,  &c* 

Ifl.ll  "  Like  the  word  Apoha,  &C.,1* — that  is  to  say  'non-Brahmana*  is  not  a  class  con- 
sisting of  Kshatriyas,  Vaicyas  and  (Judras.  It  is  only  a  word  that  has  three  denotations, 
pointing  to  the  Kshatriya,  the  Yaicja  and  the  (Judra  ;  being  in  this  like  a  word  that 
has  several  meanings.  The  word  *  non-jar '  cannot  be  said  to  have  different  significa- 
tions. For,  in  that  case,  this  one  word  would  have  endless  meanings,  in  as  much  as  it 
can  refer  to  all  things  in  the  world,  only  excepting  the  Jar. 

"  Some  people,  tyc" — Bnt  the  explanation  is  scarcely  correct  5  because  it  will  not 
apply  to  the  case  of  the  word  *  non-jar.'  Because  in  the  case  of  the  word  *  non- 
Brahmana'  we  are  fully  cognisant  of  such  properties,  as  Valour,  &c.»  and  Actions,  as 
fighting,  &c«,  that  belong  to  the  Kshatriya,  and  not  to  the  Brahmana ;  while  we  know 
of  no  such  properties  as,  not  belonging  to  the  jar,  belong  to  all  other  things  in  the 
world. 

18  "  As  in  the  case  of  the  mention  of  special  purposes  &c." — When  it  is  said — *  bring  a 
man  for  carrying  a  flask  of  wine,* — the  special  purpose  for  which  the  man  is  wanted— 
viz :  the  carrying  of  the  wine — being  incompatible  with  any  other  caste  but  the  9^r» 
the  word,  '  man,'  in  this  case,  is  taken  as  signifying  a  person  belonging  to  the  (Judra  clast, 
only.  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  in  question,  the  force  of  the  negative  In  '  non- 
Brahmana  '  which  takes  the  place  of  the  special  purpose  (in  the  instance  cited)  serves 
to  disconnect  manhood  from  the  Brahmanas,  and  as  such  signifies  all  men  that  are  not 
Brahmanas,  which  refers  to  all  the  other  three  castes  equally  j  and  as  such  can  be  taken 
as  a  positive  entity. 
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19.  Thougli  there  is  no  caste  in — between  ("  manhood,"  and  "  Brah- 
manahood," "  Kshatriyaliood,"  &c.),  which  resides  in  the  three  castes  (Kshat- 
riya, Vai9ja  and  (Judra),  f  et,  through  the  force  of  the  negative  (in   "  non- 
Brahmana"),  the  class  "  manhood  "  is  cognised  as  inhering  in  the  castes 
(Kshatriya,  Ac.) 

20.  Through  the  diversity  of  the  denotative  power  of  words,  we 
have  a  diversity  in  the  cognitions  with  regard  to  the  Castes, — as  when 
in  its  natural  form,  the  class  "manho&d  "  is  cognised  as  residing  in  four 
suhstrates  (the  Brahmana,  the  Kshatriya,  the  Vaicya  and  the  f  udra),  and 
yet,  through  the  preclusion  (of  Brahmanas,  hy  means  of  the  negative  in 
ww-Brahmana)  it  is  cognised  as  residing  in  only  three  substrates  (Kshatriya, 
Vaigya  and  f  udra). 

21.  Just  as  to  the  eyes  of  the  eagle  and  the  crow  belong  the  faculties 
of  seeing  a  thing  at  a  distance  and  in  close  proximity  respectively ;  so  too, 
to  a  single  class-  "  manhood  "  would  belong  the  capability  of  denoting 
(a  general  object)   "  man,"  as  also  (the  more  specific  object)  "  nou-Brah- 
maua."     , 

22.  In  a  case  where  we  have  to  use  a  sentence  in  the  form  "  manhood  " 
residing  in  objects  other  than  Br^hmanae,  there  we   use   the  word    "  Abrah- 
mana  ";  and  such  actually  is  our  cognition  also. 

23.  In  the  case  of    "  non-jar,11   on  the  other  hand,  all  the  cognition 
we  have  is  that  of  the  class  "  earthy  substances  "  other  than  the  jar. 

24  A  word  ("  Brahmana"  f.  i.)> — being  precluded,  by  means  of  the 
negative,  from  its  singular  (individual)  character  (of  Brahmanahood), — 
comes  to  reside  in  only  its  generic  form  ("manhood")  devoid  only  of 
that  (aforesaid  individual  character). 

*1  This  meets  the  following  objection :  "  The  single  class  c  manhood*  cannot  reside 
in  four  and  three  substrates."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  though  the  organ  of  per- 
ception— the  eye,— is  the  same,  and  the  ohject — dead  body — is  the  same,  yet  the  eagle 
sees  it  from  a  great  distance,  while  the  crow  only  when  it  is  very  close  to  it. 

33  \Ve  know  of  many  instances  where  compounds  are  used  in  the  place  of  sentences* 
In  the  same  manner,  the  word  *  abrdhmana '  could  stand  for  'men  other  than  Brah- 
manas,* the  explanation  of  this  fact  heing  that  the  negative  in  '  abrahmana,'  while  de- 
noting directly  the  preclusion  of  Brdhmanas,  indicates  indirectly  the  class  '  man,*  as  re* 
lated  to  Brahmanahood.  Consequently,  to  mention  the  word  '  abrahmana,'  is  as  much  as 
to  say  *  men  qualified  hy  the  ahsence  of  Brahmanas.1 

.  **  The  word  '  Brahmana1  directly  denotes  the  single  class  Brahmana,  and  indirectly 
indicates  the  classes  Man,  Living  leing>  &c.  When  the  negative  particle  is  attached  to 
this  word, — in  the  form  *  abrahmana*— it  serves  to  preclude  the  individual  character  of 
Brahmanahood  alone.  And  as  snch,  the  word  cannot  but  fall  back,  for  its  denotation, 
upon  the  nearest  generic  character  of  manhood  (which  is  not  negatived),  which,  how- 
ever,  must  be 'free  from  the  singular  character  of  Brdhmanahood,  which  has  been  pre- 
cluded by  the  negative. 
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25.  When   the  particular   form  (Brahmananood)  lias  been  thus  pre* 
eluded,  the  woi*d  ("  non-Brahmana"),  standing  in  need  of  a  Class  (which,  it 
could  denote),  is  restricted,  by  the  next  higher  Class,  within  itself  (i.e., 
within  such,  a  Class), 

26.  Because  there  is  no  ground  for   setting  aside  the  first   (Class 
"  manhood "   that  comes   next  to   the   one  precluded),  therefore  what  is 
left  behind  ( as  the  denotation  of  the  word  "  non-Brahmana  ")  is  "  manhood  " 
as  apart  from  "  Brahmanahood^ 

27.  The  negative  having  once  precluded  (the  singular   character  of) 
"  Brahmanahood,"  and  thus  having  once  become  the  qualifying  adjunct  (to 
the  specific  character),  if  some  one  were  to  assume  the  preclusion,  by  the 
same  negative,  of  "manhood/* — then  it  could  be  so  only  in  an  indirect  way. 

28.  Therefore  whenever  any  specific  form  (Brahmanahood  f.i.)  of  a 
Class  ("  manhood  ")  are  negatived,  it  is  this  same  Class  that  is   naturally 
cognised,   as   located  in  other  specific  forms  (Kshatrlya,  Vai9ya  and  Qudra). 
And  such  is  the  expei'ience  of  ordinary  people. 

29.  Though   the   idea   (of  "  manhood ")    is  common  (to  all  the  four 
castes,  including  Brahmanas),  yet  the  negation  (of  Brahmanas)  is   accept- 
ed as  a  matter  of  course.     And  the  meaning  thus  being  accepted  as  being 
(that  Class)    devoid  of  that   (negatived  element)  alone,  we  have  an  idea 
of  the  others  (Kshatriyas,  &c.)  -also  through  similarity. 

30.  Or,  in  the  case  of  such  words  as  "  non-Brahmana,"  &c.,  we  may 
accept  similarity  alone  as  being  the  object   of  denotation.     And   this  is 

26  Brahmanahood  being  precluded,  the  denotation  rests  upon  the  next  higher 
class  '  Man/  and  cannot  go  beyond  that,  to  *  Living  being '  for  instance.  For  so  long  as 
the  needa  of  denotation  aro  supplied  by  a  lower  class,  it  is  not  right  to  go  beyond  it, 

*T  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  «  The  negative  in  'a&nz&mcma,'  while 
precluding  the  directly  expressed  Brahmanahood,  might  also  preclude  the  indirect! 
indicated  manhood."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  Brahmanahood  being  direct!, 
expressed,  the  negative  cannot  bnt  qualify  it  j  and  when  the  negative  has  once  served 
the  purpose  of  qualifying  it,  it  cannot  be  taken  to  apply  to  another  entity,  which  is 
only  indirectly  indicated  by  the  word  in  question. 

88  Inasmuch  as  a  Glass  cannot  continue  without  the  Individuals  composing  it, 
when  one  set  of  Individuals  is  negatived,  the  Class  must  fall  back  upon  other  sets  of 
Individuals. 

29  Though  it  is  common,  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  negative  particle  serves  to  preclude 
(and  negative)  Brdhmanahood,  the  class  'manhood '  must  be  accepted  to  reside  in  the  re- 
maining three  castes— JTsTtotfrii/tt,  Vai$ya  and  gudra,  "  Similarity  "—The  denotations 
is  that  of  the  Class  devoid  of  Brahmanas  •,  and.  instead  of  accepting,  by  this,  an  alto- 
gether  foreign  positive  entity,  it  is  far  more  reasonable  to  accept  the  Kshatriya,  Ac,, 
which  are  similar  in  character  to  the  caste  precluded  by  the  negative ;  and  the  cogni- 
tion of  these  is  far  easier  than  that  of  any  thing  else. 

*0  Inasmuch  as  people  recognise  the  Kshatriya>  &c.,  by  the  word  f  abrdhmana,'  we 
may  accept  similarity  to  bo  signified  by  the  negative  particle,  the  word  '  abrahmana ' 
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based  upon  a  similarity  of  parts.  In  fact,  it  is  also  in  tlie  absence  of  any 
such  (similarity  of  parts)  that  th&  similarity  is  perceived. 

31.  In  some  cases,  even  without  any  similarity,   we  can  have  a  sig- 
nification by  means  of  a  word  accompanied  by  a  negative, — 4his  being  due 
to  such  causes  as  proximity,  &a, — as  will  be  explained  later  on,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  case  of  fche  "non-seeing"  (of  the  rising  sun). 

32.  In  this  case    (of   *  non-seeing,*)  we  require  an  action  other  than 
seeing ;  and  we  do  not  recognise  any  such  action  other  than  the  formal  de- 
termination   (Sankalpa),  because  of  the  proximity  (of  this  latter,  to  the 
injunction  "one .should  not  look  at  the  rising  sun  ")* 

33.  The  negative  particle,  occurring  in  conjunction  with  a  noun  or  a 
verbal  root,  does  not  possess  the  actual  negativing  faculty.     For  the  words 
"  non-Brahman  a  "  and   "  non* Virtue  "  only  signify  such  other  positive  en* 
tities  as  are  contrary  to  these. 

34  Even  where,  in  connection  with  a  verb,  the  negative  brings 
about  the  cognition  of  a  negation, — there  too,  the  listener  recognises  only  a 
positive  entity,  a*  indifferent  (or  apathetic  to  the  action  signified  by  the 
Verb). 

35.    Thus  then,  all  negations  { Apoha)  would  rest  in  positive  entities. 

being  **a  caste  similar  to  the  Brahmana*  This  similarity  too  consists  in  the  similarity 
of  the  Individuals  composing  the  Brdhmana  class  with  those  composing  the  class 
Kshatriya,  Ac.  'Though  there  can  be  no  similarity  of  parts  among  the  various  objects 
that  are  ^not-jar,  yet  similarity  does  not  always  consist  solely  in  that  of  the  parts  j  it 
often  consists  of  a  similarity  of  relationship,  us  has  been  already  shown  above,  under 
'Analogy.*  And  among  all  the  objects  that  are  not-jart  we  find  a  common  relation- 
ship,— in  that  they  are  all  of  the  earth. 

&l  This  refers  to  /tie  objection  thab  if  similarity  were  .expressed  by  the  negative, 
then,  how  could  a  negative  have  any-  meaning  in  a  place  whejre  there  is  no  similarity  ? 

88  The  negative  accompanying  the  "verb  cto  see*  (in  the  sentence  in  question)  signi- 
fies only  the  negation  of  seeing,  and  indicates  the  determination — *  I  will  not  see,*  &c., 
&c.,  because  this  is  mentioned  in  close  proximity  to  the  Injunction.  And  the  Injunc- 
tion too  is  not  a  negative,  but  a  positive  one,  being,  as  it  is,  mentioned  among  the 
observances  laid  down  for  the  Religious  Student.  The  meaning  of  the  Injunction  thus 
comes  to  be  this — *  one  is  to  make  a  formal  determination  that  he  will  observe  the  rule 
of  not  looking  at  the  rising  sun.' 

&S  This  refers  to  the  objection  that  the  negative  particle,  having  the  sense  of 
negativing,  how  can  it  have  an  affirmative  meaning  ?  "  Abrahmana3'**  castes  other  than 
the  Brnhmaiiu ;  and  'Adharma***  Yice 

*4  Even  in  such  instances  as  'no,, pibet,9  the  meaning  is  that  the  *  person  addressed 
is  to  be  free  from  the  action  of  drinking ;  *  thus  the  object  signified  by  '  wot  pibet J  is  the 
person  himself  as  free  from  the  specific  action  of  drinking — which  is  distinctly  a  positive 
entity. 

36  The  substrates  of  all  negative  ideas  having  been  proved  to  be  positive  entities, 
as  qualified  by  certain  limitations, — inasmuch  as  fche  Individual,  the  black  or  the  red 
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And  again,  if  (all  generic  ideas)  be  assumed  to  rest  in  negative  entities, 
then,  until  we  reach  the  final  individuals  (atoms),  we  could  not  get  at  any 
positive  entity, 

36.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  none  of  our  usage  is  based  upon  such 
final  individuals  (atoms  which  are  imperceptible) ;   nor  is   any  definite 
cognition  of  these  (atoms)  possible.    Consequently,  the  word  "  Apoha'1  is 
only   (a  subterfuge)    to  express  a  void  (Qunyata  —  negation  of  all  exist- 
ences), in  other  words, 

37.  And  in  accordance  with  that  theory  (of  Q&nyavftda),  all  the  ideas 
of  Horse,  Ac.,  would  have  to  rest  in  their  own  specific  (sensational)  forms. 
And  in  that  case  it  would  be  an  useless  assumption  to  state  that  those 
ideas  signify  the  negation  of  (objects)  other  than  themselves  (i.e.,  the  Apoha). 

38.  And  (the  ideas  signifying  themselves),  you  would  have  a   Glass, 
in  the  form  of  a  positive  entity,  in  the  shape  of  the  '  Idea.     And  therefore 
it  was  an  useless  effort  on  your  part  to  have  assumed  an  Apoha,  as  forming 
the  denotation  of  objects,  and  yet  independent  of  any   external   (real  and 
positive)  objects. 

39.  And  this  Idea  appears,  in  the  shape  of  a  real  entity,  with  refer- 
ence  to  the  signification  of  words.     Therefore  we  must  admit  of  a  positive 
entity — not  in  the  form  of  the  negation  of  other  ideas  (Apoha) — to  form  the 
object  signified  (by  a  word,  u  Cow  "  f.i.) 

40.  Just,  as  even  in  the  absence  of  any  external  objects,  we  have  a 
cognition  (in  a  positive  form,  and  not  in  the  form  of  an  Apoha)  of  the  mean- 
ing  of  a  sentence, — so,  in  the  same  manner,  we  could  also  have  with 
regard  to  the  word ;  and  why  should  we  assume  an  Apoha  ? 

cow,  could  not  be  the  substrate  of  an  idea  of  all  cows, — you  must  admit  of  a  positive 
entity  in  the  shape  of  the  class  'cow/  If  all  generic  notions  be  held  to  rest  upoi 
negative  entities,  then,  for  an  idea  of  positive  entities,  we  would  have  to  go  doivnto  indi 
vidual  atoms,  which  alone  are  wholly  free  from  a  generic  character.  But  as  a  matte 
of  fact  we  do  not  fall  back  upon  atoms  in  our  ordinary  usages.  Therefore  all  generii 
ideas  cannot  he  held  to  rest  upon  negatives. 

8*  It  is  only  for  an  explanation  of  the  gross  forms  of  things  that  we  postulate  th 
existence  of  atoms  ;  hence  when  the  gross  forms  themselves  would  be  negatives-—  i.e 
non-existences — then  the  atoms  conld  never  be  cognised.  Thus  then,  it  wonld  come  t 
a  negation  of  all  existences.  The  dpoha  theory  thus  comes  to  be  only  a  round-aboa 
way  of  putting  forward  the  (JUnyavdda,  which  has  already  been  met  before. 

81  The  Qiinyavadi  holds  that  inasmuch  as  there  are  no  entities  in  the  world,  a 
ideas  have  their  own  specific  forms  for  their  objects. 

&B  The  object  of  the  Idea  of  a  Horse  would  be  that  Idea  itself— a  positive  entity 
and  thus  the  Idea  itself  would  constitute  a  class  including  all  Horses 

&9  This  meets  the  theory  that  the  above  idea  is  only  a  negative  entity,  an  ApoJn 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  idea  that  we  have  is  in  the  form  of  a  cowt  which  : 
distinctly  a  positive  entity. 
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41.  In  the  case  of  all  ideas,  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any 

of  other  ideas  (Apoha).    Qince    the  idea  ends  only  in  bringing  about,  its 
own  form,  therefore  it  does  not  "bear  the  harden  of  any  other  (ideas). 

42.  Words  signifying  different  Classes,  as  also  the  words  signifying 
different  individuals,  would  all  come  to  he  synonymous,  if  the  significa- 
tion of  words  were  to  consist  in  Apoha. 

43.  Obj  :  "  But,  since  the  Apohas  (of  different  words  )  are   different, 
therefore  this   objection  cannot  apply.     If  however,  you  base  your  objec- 
tion upon  all   Apohas   considered   as   constituting  a  single  class  *  Apoha/ 
then,  the  same  may  be  said  even  with  regard  to  your  positive  entities." 

44*45,  Reply  :  As  for  us,  our  Classes,  being  positive  entities,  differ 
from  one  another  ;  and,  not  being  mixed  up  with  one  another,  they  never 
attain  to  unity.  Whereas,  for  you,  how  could  there  be  any  difference 
araong  Apofias,  being,  as  they  ai*e,  devoid  of  any  specifications  in  the 
shape  of  commixture  or  unity  or  multiplicity,  &c. 

46.  Or  (if  you  admit  of  differences  as  belonging  to  Apohas,  then) 
inasmuch  as  it  would  be  different  (in  different  individuals),  it  must  be  a 
positive  entity  —  like  the  specific  (idealistic)  forms  (of  Ideas).  And  if  the 
character  of  a  positive  entity  be  denied  to  it,  then  it  cannot  be  many  ;  and 
as  such  you  are  not  freed  from  (the  absurdity  of)  making  all  words 
synonymous. 

47-48.  0~bj  ;  "  Well,  we  could  have  a  difference  among  Apohas  on  the 
ground  of  difference  among  the  objects  negatived  by  such  Apohas." 


*1  We  might  speak  of  an  Apoha  as  "being  the  denotation  of  a  word,  if  we  were  ac- 
tually cognisant  of  any  such  signification  in  ordinary  parlance.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
however,  whenever  the  word  '  cow  *  is  uttered,  we  have  no  such  notion  as  the  rejection 
of  all  that  is  not  cow.  Hence  we  cannot  admit  of  any  such  signification  in  the  form  of 
Apohat  which  is  contrary  to  all  experience. 

*S    All  words  signifying  Apohat  they  would  be  all  synonymous. 

*S  The  sense  of  the  objector  is  that  "  *cot0*  is  =  Apoha  of  non-cow;  *  horse9  is  = 
Apoha  of  non^horse  ;  and  thus  the  various  Apohas  being  different,  the  words  cannot  be 
said  to  be  synonymous.  If  however,  fyc.  —  IB  even  in  the  face  of  different  individual 
Apohas,  you  base  your  objection  upon  the  unity  of  Apoha  as  a  class  composed  of  the 
various  Apohas,  —  then  in  the  case  of  your  positive  entities  also  the  significations  of  all 
words  may  be  said  to  rest  in  a  single  class  c  Vastu'  (Thing)  ;  because  there  can  be  no 
doubt  as  to  all  objects  belonging  to  that  class.  And  on  this  ground,  we  could  nrge 
against  you,  the  fact  that  such  being  the  case,  all  words  would  become  synonymous.** 

4fc.46  Difference  is  a  property  that  can  only  belong  to  positive  entities,  and  not  to 
the  negative,  which  is  devoid  of  all  specification. 

*s  Specific  forms  of  ideas  differ  from  one  another,  and  are,  on  that  very  ground 
accepted  to  be  positive  entities  (vide  'CtinyavtedaS) 

41.48  The  objects  negatived  by  the  Apoha  of  *  cow  '  are  the  horse  and  other 
animals,  and  those  negatived  by  that  of  *  horse  r  are  the  cote,  $"c.  Thus  there  is  a 
difference  among  the  objects  negatived  in  each  case.  Any  secondary  imposition 
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But  tKere  is  no  natuml  difference  among  Apohas  ;  and  if  their  difference  be 
sought  to  be  based  upon  something  else  (the  object  negatived,  f.i.),  then 
such  difference  can  only  be  secondary  (imposed  upon  them  from  outside,  and 
not  belonging  by  nature  to  themselves).  And  for  the  same  reason  it  is  nofc 
right  to  assume'  a  difference  (among  Apohas)  on  the  ground  of  the  diver- 
sity of  the  substrates  (of  negation). 

48-49.  Nor  on  the  mere  ground  of  the  diversity  of  relationships,  can 
any  difference  he  accepted  even  among  positive  entities  ;  —  how  then  could 
it  be  declared  with  regard  to  a  negative  entity  (  Apoha),  which  is  neither 
definitely  cognised,  nor  related  (to  anything),  nor  differentiated  (from 
other  tilings  X  nor  endowed  with  any  definite  specific  form  ? 

50..  For  these  reasons,  just  as  even  when  there  is  a  difference  among 
the  individuals  (cows)  no  difference  is  held  to  belong  to  their  Apoha,—iw, 
in  the  same"  manner,  the  Apoha  cannot  be  many,  even  if  there  be  a  differ1- 
ence  among  the  objects  negatived. 

51.  Then  again,  if  such  difference  (among  Apohas)  be  accepted,  then 
cne  rejection  <?/  non-cow  (t.e.,  the  Apoha  of  *  non-cow  ')  would  reside  in  each 
individual  (cow)  ;  and  such  being  the  case,  you  could  not  have  an  Apola 
which  you  wish  to  be  common  to  all  individual  cows  —  the  black,  red,  <fcc. 

52.  When  even  their  substrates,  that  are  connected  with  those  Apo- 
has,  are  not  able  to  differentiate  them  (into  distinct  Apohas),  then,  to  as- 
sume that  they  would  be  differentiated  by  the  objects  negatived  by  them 
that  are  altogether  extraneous  to  them  !  (what  a  stretch  of  philosophic 
insight  !  ) 

.  53*54.    In  (the  signification  of)  "  non-cow  "  the  only  element  in  excess 
(of  the  signification  of  "  non-horse  ")  is  the  horse  ;  and  again  in  (the 


cannot   nffect  our    arguments.      "  Substrates    of    negation"      The    individual     cow, 
horse,  &c. 

•W  One  and  the  aame  Devadntta  may  be  in  one  place  one  day,  and  in  another  place 
on  the  next  day;  and  thongh  his  relationships  will  be  changing,  yet  ifc  cannot  be  held 
that  the  Devadatfca  in  the  two  places  is  not  one  and  the  same.  "  What  then,  8fc"  — 
How  can  snch  an  indefinite  thing  be  cognised  as  different  on  the  mere  ground  of  the 
difference  of  relationships  ?  For  certainly  no  relationships  with  it  can  ho  cognised. 

60  Thongh  the  individual  cows  differ  among  themselves,  yefc  you  accept  a  single 
Apoha  as  embracing  them  all.    Why,  then  should  you  hold  the  Apoha  of  *  Horse*  to  be 
different  from  that  of  *  cow,'  on  the  mere  ground  of  there  being  a  difference  among  the 
sets  of  objects  rejected  by  the  two  Apohas  ? 

61  Thereby  your  Apoha  would  lose  its  generic  character  ;  arid  as  such  it  could 
not  be  a  substratum  of  our  Class.    This  would  be  the  case  if  the  difference  of  Apohas 
were  based  upon  the  difference  among  their  substrates,  and  not  upon  that  of  the 
objects  rejected. 

684*  "Non-cow"  «  all  that  is  not  cow  ;  i.e.,  the  horse  +  other  animals.  In  the 
same  manner  "  non-horse"  **  all  that  is  not  horse  ;  i.e.,  the  cow  +  all  other  animals. 
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iionof  "  non-horse,0  the  only  element  in  excess  (of  tbe  signification  of  *non» 
cow')  is  the  cow;  the  rest  of  the  ohjects  negatived — the  elephant,  <fcc.,  are 
common  to  hoth  ("  non-cow  "  and  "  non-horse  ").  Thns  then  there  may  be  a 
difference  (between  the  significations  of  "non-cow  M  and  "  non-horse")  on  ac- 
count of  a  single  point  of  difference ;  while  on  account  of  many  points  of  non- 
difference  there  will  be  non-difference  ;  and  thus  inasmuch  as  the  property 
of  an  object  is  based  upon  that  element  which  exists  in  the  greatest  quantity, 
we  must  admit  of  non-difference  (among  Apohas) ;  specially  as  in  the* 
signi6cation  of  two  Apohas  just  mentioned,  the  element  of  non-difference 
is  much  more  than  that  of  difference. 

55.  The  "  cow"  consisting  in  the  negation  of  the  elephant,  <fcc.,   can- 
not be  differentiated  from  the  "  horse  "  (which  also  consists  in  the  negation 
of  the  elephant,  <fcc.)     And   hence  if  the  "cow"    were  to   negative  the 
"horse,"  then  the  identity  (proved  above)  would  be  contradicted. 

56.  Olj :  "  In  all  words  it  is  only  one  object  negatived  (by  each),  that 
exceeds  (those  negatived  by  the  others).     Hence  on  the  ground  of  this  one 
uncommon  element  we  would  accept  the  fact  of  that  word  negativing  that 
one  object  alone." 

57.  Reply:  In  that  case,  the  lion  and  all  other  animals,  being  the 
objects  negatived  by  the  word  "  horse,"  and  also  bearing  the  negation  of 
*  non-cow ' — which  is  the  ground  of  the  negation  by  "  horse" — wonld  come 
to  be  named  "  cows.n 

58-60.    If  anyone  hold  that    all   (animals    other    than    the    cow) 
constitute    (he    ApoJia     (of    the    word     ucow")    then     (we     ask)     in 

*5  The  non-difference  among  the  individual  cow&  is  based  upon  the  identity  of 
objects  rejected  by  their  ApoJia.  Thus,  inasmuch  as  the  elephant,  &c.,  are  re- 
jected by  the  Apohas  of  c  cow*:  and  *  horse/  these  latter  would  belong  to  the  same 
class  5  exactly  like  the  individual  cows.  And  so  the  rejection  of  the  cow  by  *  horse  » 
would  be  exactly  like  the  rejection  of  the  one  cow  ly  the  other  cow. 

W  In  the  case  of  'horse*  and  '-cow,*  the  element  in  the  signification  of  *  non-cow, 
which  is  different  from  that  of  non-horse,  is  the  horse ;  exactly  as  the  cow  is,  in  that  of 
1  non-horse,*  different  from  that  of  ( non  cow '  ?  Thus  then,  on  this  ground  of  difference, 
the  object  rejected  by  "  cow"  must  be  the  horse  only,  and  vice  versa.  And  thua  is 
established  a  difference  between  the  objects  rejected  by  'cow'  and  by^  horse.1 

&T  If  "  non-cow  "  =  horse  only,  then  the  animals  that  are  rejected  by  "  horse If 
(which  is  identical  with  non-cow)  would  bear  within  themselves  the  rejection  of 
non-cow'  which  is  the  ground  for  the  rejection  by  "horse";  and  thus,  heing  the 
rejections  of  «  non-cow,"  they  would  be  identical  with  the  cow  ;  and  in  this  way,  the 
lion  and  other  animals  would  come  to  be,  called  ( cows ' ! 

68.80  «  Ana  in  one,  ^c." — Because  in  any  individual  cow — a  black  one,  f.i, — we 
wonld  have  Apohas  of  all  other  cows  and  other  animals— an  endless  number.  Specially 
no  one  Apoha  would  be  possible,  such  as  would  embrace  all  individual  cows.  "  And 
hence,  $V— not  content  with  having  an  endless  number  of  classes,  embracing  the 
individual  cows,  we  would  come  to  think  that,  just  as  the  horse  belongs  to  at 
39 
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what  manner  can  this  (Apdhd)  be  asserted  ?  If  it  be  held  to  apply  to- 
eftcli  individual  animal  other  than  the  (cow),  this  cannot  be;  because 
(1) 'in  thut  way  there  would  be  an  endless  number  of  the  objects  ne- 
gatived, (2)  OP.  account  of  the  diversity  of  the  objects  negatived  we  would 
have  a  diversity  of  Apohas  (and  not  a  single  Apotia)  embracing  (all  cowi), 
and  (3)  in  one  and  a  single  individual  we  would  have  the  inherence  of  many 
classes.  For  these  reasons  yon  could  not  have  a  single  generic  denotation 
of  "the  cow  that 'would  be  held  to  be  signified  by  the  word  "cow.*5  And 
hence  we 'would  have  an  idea  that  these  (individual  cows)  belong  to  a  class 
other  (than  the  "cow"),  just  as  we  have  with  regard  to  other  classes 
«! Horse,"  "elephant, "  &c. 

61-62.  Kor  can  the  character  of  being  negatived  belong  to  the 
animals  (other  than  the  cow),  taken  ns  one  corporate  whole;  because  they 
cannot  be  considered  as  a  corporate  whole  in  the  absence  of  any  one  pro- 
perty (that  would  be  common  to  them  all ) ;  nor,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  do 
they  co-exist  either  in  time  or  place. 

62-63;  Then  again,  there  is  no  wJiole  apart  from  (the  individuals) 
themselves.  And  if  it  be  non-different  from  (each  individual)  then  we 
have  the  same  endlessness. 

63-64  If  it"  be  asserted  that  "the  individual  animals  are  ne- 
gatived (by  the  word  'cow')  in  a  generic  form  (of  'non-cow')," — then 
they  cease  to  be  positive  entities.  And  how  could  a  negative  entity  be,  in 
that  case,  negatived)  ?  Then  again,  that  which  is  negative  can  never 
be!  positive.  And  further  when  a  negative  is  negatived,  the  resultant 
is  always  positive. 

class  other  than,  the  cow,  so  also  do  nil  the  individual  cows j  because  if  these  latter 
be  held  to  belong  to  the  class  cow,  we  cannot  but  admit  an  endless  series  of  classes- 
one  class  for  each  separate  individual. 

6' -W  The  character  of  being  an  animal  belongs  to  all  other  animals,  as  well  as  to 
the  oow;  consequently  that  conldnot  be  held  to  be  the  "property  of  objects  to  be  reject- 
ed by  the  word  *  cow  *  "  j  because  that  property  belongs  to  tbe  cow  also. 

**-*&  The  number  of  individnals  is  endless ;  and  if  the  whole  is  identical  with  each 
individual,  then  there  must  be  as  many  wholes  as  there  are  individuals ;  because  one  - 
individual  is  totally  different  fromthe  other. 

«E.«I  Objection ;  "  All  individuals  are  included  in  the  generic  term  *  non-cow '  { 
and  it  is  in  this  form  that  they  are  rejected  by  the  word  *  cow.'  "  The  sense  of  the 
reply  is  that  a  negative  entity  cannot  be  either  the  rejector  or  the  rejected.  In  a  place 
where  we  have  the  rejection  of  a  .negative— e.g.  "  That  the  jar  is  not  here  is  not"— 
the  result  is  always  an  affirmative  one— wz.,  "~the  jar  tV  In  the  same  manner,  the  idea 
of  the  cow  also, — if  it  be  held  to  be  only  the  Apoha  of  a  negative  entity  (wz.,  *  non- 
cow  '  including  all  the  animals  other  than  the  cow),— would  be  in  the  form  of  ( uon* 
cow,'  which  is  the  *  cow/  a  positive  entity.  Thus  then  you  finally  have  to  accept  our 
view  of  the  case. 
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65-66.  (In  your  theory)  there  could  be  no  definite  cognition  of  any 
difference  among  the  individual  animals  negatived,  —  because  there  is  no 
diversity  of  character  in  a  negative  entity.  If  it  be  asserted  that  *  their 
difference  would  be  due  to  the  difference  among  the  Apohas  them- 
selves,* —  then,  you  have  mutual  inter-dependence  ;  the  diversity  of 
"non-cow"  depending  upon  the  diversity  of  the  Apohas  signified 
by  the  generic  term  "cow"  fas  Just  asserted),  and  the  diversity  of 
ApoJias  signified  by  the  generic  term  "  cow  "  depending  upon  the  diversity 
of  the  "non-cow"  (which  has  been  said  to  include  all  the  animals  nega- 
tived by  the  word  c<  cow,"  —  see  Karika  47). 

67-69.  If  the  horse,  &c.,  were  all  "  non-cows,"  then  they  would  all 
become  distinct  negative  entities,  with  reference  to  (individual  horses)  the 
"Karka,"  &c.,  and  these  (the  "Karka,"  <fcc.,)  too  would  have  the  same 
character  of  negativity,  based  upon  the  fact  of  these  too  being  generic 


All  other  animals  being  *  non-cow,'  how  do  you  differentiate  each  indivi- 
dual  among  them  ?  For,  certainly,  the  negative,  non-cow,  cannot  be  said  to  be  endowed 
with  diverse  forms  j  and  inasmuch  as  no  diversity  among  tlxe  objects  rejected  can  be 
recognised,  your  assertion  in  K,  47  falls  to  the  ground^  "  If  it  be  asserted^"  &c.  Tho 
sense  of  the  objection  is  that  in  order  to  avoid  the  fact  of  such  words  as  *  horse/ 
*  elephant/  &c.  —  the  ideas  whereof  are  rejected  by  the  word  *  cow  '—being  synony- 
mous, we  have  been  obliged  to  hold  (vide  K.  43)  that  there  are  distinct  Apohas,  for 
each  distinct  individual  animal,  rejected  by  that  word.  This  leads  to  mutual  inter* 
dependence,  as  shown  in  the  text. 

61.99  This  anticipates  the  following  objection:  "Non-coio  is  nob  only  a  negation 
of  cows,  but  also  other  animals,  the  horse,  &c.  ;  and  as  such,  there  ceases  to  be  any 
mutunl  inter-dependence."  The  sense  of  the  reply  embodied  in  the  Karika  is  that  the 
term,  "  Horse  **  is  a  generic  term,  as  compared  to  "Karka/1  <fec.  (the  names  of  in- 
dividual horses)  j  and  a  generic  idea,  according  to  you,  is  only  an  Apohat  a  negative 
entity.  The  same  is  the  case  with  the  "  elephant,"  "  lion/*  <fcc.  Consequently,  the 
"  horse"  too  being  a  generic  term,  and  hence  (according  to  you)  a  negative  entity, 
—and  in  the  same  manner,  the  elephant,  the  lion,  &c.,  all  being  negative  entities,  — 
on  account  of  this  common  negative  character,  there  could  not  be  any  difference 
among  the  various  animals  (see  K.  65).  It  might  be  urged  that  the  difference  among 
the  horse,  the  elephant,  &c«3  could  be  baaed  upon  the  difference  between  individual 
animals.  But  then,  even  the  individual  Horse,  or  the  Elephat,  is  a  generic  entity,  with 
reference  to  its  particular  limbs,  &o.  ;  and  thns  being  a  generic  entity,  it  cannot  (in 
accordance  with  your  theory)  escape  the  negative  character.  Hence,  there  could  be  no 
difference  based  upon  individuals.  This  reason  could  be  extended  so  far  down  as  the 
atoms.  And  thus  all  these  having  been  shown  to  be  generic  entities,  and  hence  nega- 
tive, what  would  be  the  object  to  Be  rejected  by  the  word  "cow."  The  individual 
cow  also  cannot  escape  the  negative  character  ;  and  it  is  only  the  individual  cow  that 
has  been  held  to  be  the  substrate  of  the  Apolia,  which  however  it  cannot  be,  on"  account 
"of  its  negative  character.  "  In  ordinary,  &c."  —  all  verbal  usage  is  based  upon  a  cog- 
nisance  of  relationships  perceived  by  the  senses*  The  atoms  being  imperceptible, 
we  can  never  be  cognisant  of  any  relationship  of  these  ;  and  hence  no  verbal  usage 
could  be  based  on  them. 
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entities  in  comparison  with  their  specific  limbs,  &c.  Such  being  the  case, 
what  would  be  the  object  rejected  ?  And  where  too,  would  be  the  Apchas  p 
Because  in  the  case  of  the  individual  cows  we  would  ( in  the  same  manner) 
have  the  same  (character  of  generality  nnd  negativity).  Therefore,  both 
these  characters  (of  being  the  object  rejected,  and  that  of  being  the 
substrate  of  the  Apoha)  could  only  belong  to  the  final  atoms ;  but  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  ordinary  parlance  these  (two  characters)  are  not  cognised 
as  belonging  to  these  (atoms). 

69-70.  Between  the  atoms  of  the  cow  and  those  of  the  horsey  there  is 
no  such  difference  based  upon  the  difference  of  form  or  of  claw,  or  of 
position,  or  of  modification.  And  hence,  even  in  the  case  of  atoms,  it  cannot 
be  differentiated  as  to  which  (atom)  is  the  object  rejected,  and  which 
the  substrate  of  the  Apoha. 

71-72.  No  person  is  able  to  cognise  all  individual  cows  (or  horses, 
<fec.),  as  all  equally  being  the  subtrates  of  Apoha,  so  long  as  any  positive 
similarity  among  them  is  not  recognised.  Nor  is  any  person  able  to  ascer- 
tain the  objects  rejected — horse,  elephant*  &c., — unless  one  single  property 
be  cognised  as  belonging  to  (all  or  everyone  of)  them.  And  therefore 
no  Apoha  can  be  possible. 

73-74.  Either  Inference  or  Verbal  Testimony  cannot  apply  in  a  case 
that  is  devoid  of  a  positive  relationship.  And  without  these  (Inference  and 

69.70  The  atoms  composing  all  nntmnl  bodies  nre  only  those  of  the  earth  5  and 
these  do  not  differ  among  themselves.  The  objects  rejected  nre  those  of  a  different 
class  j  and  the  substrates  of  Apoha  are  all  of  the  same  class.  As  no  difference  of 
class  is  cognised  among  atoms,  no  differentiation  of  such  character  is  possible* 

7JL1S  Leaving  atoms  aside,  even  in  the  case  of  gross  individual  cowa,  there  can 
be  no  differentiation  of  objects  rejected  and  tlio  substrates  of  th0  Apoha,  so  long  as  a 
positive  generic  term,  is  not  admitted.  For  so  long  as  no  positive  ground  of  similarity 
is  recognised  as  belonging  to  all  the  individual  cows,  they  cannot  be  cognised  as  belong- 
ing  to  the  same  clans ;  and  hence  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  substrates  of  the 
Apoha  (signified  by  the  word  *cow ').  In  the  same  manner,  unless  a  ground  of  simi- 
larity is  cognised  as  belonging  to  all  cowtt).  nothing  can  be  recognised  as  being  dissimilar 
to  them.  Hence,  the,  horse,  the  elephant,  &c.,  can  never  be  cognised  as  being  the 
'  objects  rejected.  "And  therefore,  fyc.**—  because  unless  there  is  some  ground  of  simi« 
laxity  among  these  various  objects— a  ground  nofc  applying  to  the  cow — they  can  all 
be  regarded  as  commonly  being  the  objects  rejected.  And  consequently  the  Apoha 
theory  would  fall  to  the  ground. 

13.14  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  Among  the  individual  cows,  we 
have  a  common,  element!  in  the  shape  of  Apoha  •>  and  this  would  form  a  sufficient 
ground  of  similarity."  The  sense  of  the  reply  fs  that  a  Class  13  perceptible  by  the 
senses,-  and  hence  all  the  objects,  in  which  we  perceive  this  existence  of  this  class, 
are  cognised  as  belonging  to  that  class ;  arid  those  in  which  thia  cJasa  is  not  found  to 
exist  are  cognised  as  belonging  to  a  different  class.  Your  Apohat  onr  the  other  handj 
in  not  perceptible  by  the  senses?  and  as  such  it  could  only  be  cognisable  by  Inference 
or  Verbal  Testimony*  Both  of  these  however  depend  upon  the  affirmation  of  a  definitt 
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Verbal  Testimony),  the  existence  of  ihe]  Apoha  can  not  be  established  ;  nor 
can  there  be  (cognised)  any  positive  relationship  with  the  unspecified  abs- 
tract specific  forms  (of  objects).  And  since  the  Apoha  itself  has  not  yet 
been  established,  where  could  we  have  perceived  any  positive  relationship 
.(with  the  Apoha)  ?  And  further,  no  positive  relationship  being  recognised, 
there  can  be  no  validity  to  any  Inference  or  Terbal  Testimony  that  could 
be  brought  forward  in  support  of  the  Apoha. 

75.  $Tor,  on  the  mere  ground  of  nou~pereeption  (of  the  contradic- 
tory), could  there  be  any  conclusion  arrived  at  by  means  of  these  two 
(Inference  and  Verbal  Testimony).    Because,  since  nothing  is  perceived 
nothing  is  left  that  could  be  indicated  (by  Inference  and  Verbal  Testi- 
mony). 

76.  If,  then,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  grounds  of  similarity  (among 
individual     cows), — there    be    an    assumption    of    Apoha, — whyj  should 
not  the  rejection  of  non-cow  apply  both  to  the  cow  and  the  horse. 

positive  relationship.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  no  cognition  of  any  such  relation  is 
possible,  with  regard  to  the  undefined  specific  forma  of  objects;  because  these  latter 
are  not  amenable  to  any  of  the  recognised  means  of  cognition.  And  inasmuch  as  this 
specific  form  is  the  only  entity,  besides  Apohat  that  you  admit  of, — when  no  relation- 
ship with  such  forma  is  cognised,  how  can  there  be  any  Inference  with  regard  to  the 
Apoha  ?  The  relationship,  necessary  for  the  establishment  of  the  premiss  cannot  be 
based  upon  the  Apoha  itself ;  because  prior  to  the  cognition  of  the  relationship  and 
the  subsequent  Inference  based  thereupon,  the  Apoha  has  no  existence.  And  inas- 
much as  no  positive  relationship  is  cognised,  how  can  there  be  any  validity  to  the 
Inference  or  the  Verbal  Testimony,  that  would  apply  to  the  Apoha  ?  Thus  then,  the 
Apoha  itself,  not  being  established,  there  can  be  no  notions  of  homogenity  or  hetero- 
genifcy,  based  upon  it. 

76  This  anticipates  the  following  •  objection  :  "  Inference  and  Verbal  Testimony 
would  establish  the  fact  of  negation  ly  means  of  the  Apoha  (of  entities  other  than 
that  of  which  the  Apoha  is  cognised,  fi.  of  the  cow),  on  the  sole  ground  of  the  non- 
perception  of  any  premiss  contrary  to  the  conclusion,  which  is  also  a  recognised 
ground  of  Inference."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  when  a  positive  relationship  is 
not  perceived,  and  (according  to  you)  its  contrary  too  is  not  perceived, — then,  in  that 
case,  nothing  of  the  relationship  being  perceived  (either  in  the  positive  or  in  the 
negative  form)  how  could  Inference  or  Verbal  Testimony,  in  such  a  case,  lead  to  any 
conclusion?  For  instance,  just  as  the  word 'cow,'  not  perceived  in  connection  with 
non-cows  (horse,  &c.,)  signifies  a  negation  of  these  latter ;  so  in  the  same  manner  the 
same  word,  having  never  before  been  perceived  in  connection  with  the  cow  itself  (ac- 
cording to  the  alleged  basis  of  the  Inference  of  your  Apoha)  could  also  signify  the 
negation  of  this  also.  And  thus,  signifying  the  negation  of  both,  the  cow  and  the 
non-cow,  the  Word,  as  well  as  the  Inference  based  upon  a  non-perception,  would  lead 
to  the  cognition  of  nothing ! 

*W  If  there  is  no  similarity,  the  distribution  of  the  characters  of  the  Apoha  (the 
object  rejected  by  the  Apoha)  and  the  Apoha  must  be  at  random,  without  any  coutrol- 
ing  agency.  And  in  that  case,  both  the  horse  and  the  cow  could  be  asserted  to  be 
the  objects  rejected  by  '  non-cow ' — a  palpable  absurdity  ! 
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77.  Difference  from  the  black  cow  is  common  both  to  the  red  cow  and 
the  Jiorse.    And  if  no  generic  term  (as  the  class  "  cow  ")  is  accepted,  then 
whereto  could  the  Apoha  of  the  cow  apply  ? 

78.  The  rejection  of  non-cow  is  not  recognised  by  means  of  the 
senses ;  and  the  function  of  the  Word  too  does  not  apply  to  cases  other 
than  those  (that  are  perceived  by  the  senses)  ;  for  on  (the  basis  of)  the 
perception  of  what  could  the  Word  function  ? 

79.  For  reasons  detailed  before  (in  the  Chapter  on  "Negation"), 
Inference  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case.     And  for  this  reason,  there 
can  he  no  cognition  of  any  relationship  (of  the  Apoha  with  any  Word). 

80.  Those  people  that  do  not  know  the  meaning  of  the  negative 
word  ("not")  can  nererbe  cognisant  of  (any  such  negative  entity  as) 

IT  Though  according  to  our  theories,  Apoha  could  be  the  object  of  Negation,  which 
we  hold  to  be  a  distinct  means  of  right  notion — yefc  in  the  absence  of  a  positive 
generic  entity,  on  what  grounds  could  similarity  or  dissimilarity  be  ascertained  ?  For, 
Apoha  means  mutual  negation  j  and  this  wonld  apply  to  the  case  of  the  Red  and  the 
Black  Cow,  just  «s  much  as  to  the  case  of  the  Red  Cow  and  the  Karka  Horse.  That 
is  to  say,  just  as  the  Bed  Cow  differs  from  the  Black  Cow,  so  also  does  the  Karka 
Horse  differ  from  the  Bed  Cow,  specially  as  you  do  not  admit  of  any  such  generic 
property  as  belongs  in  common  to  the  different  kinds  of  cows,  and  not  to  the  horse. 
Therefore,  just  as  the  rejection  of  the  Karka  Horse  is  common  to  the  Red  and  the 
Black  Cows,  so  also  is  the  rejection  of  the  Red  Cow  common  to  the  horse  and  the 
Black  Cow.  Thus  then  the  Bed  Cow  would  be  as  homogenous  to  the  Black  Cow,  as 
it  is  to  the  Karka  Horse.  Consequently,  there  is  no  ground  for  specifying  the  grounds 
of  any  Apoha  (of  the  "Cow"  f.i.)  If  the  mere  fact  of  rejection  hy  any  one  entity  "be 
the  sole  ground  of  homogenity,  then,  inasmuch  as  this  could  belong  to  the  moat 
dissimilar  and  heterogenous  substances,— like  the  Tree,  the  Lion,  &c.,— being,  ns  all 
these  objects  are,  capable  of  being  rejected  by  a  single  word  "  horse  ",  the  Tree,  the 
Lion,  &c.,  would  all  be  regarded  to  be  homogenous  ! 

13  It  is  only  those  objects  that  have  been  perceived  before  by  the  senses  that  can 
be  mentioned  by  words ;  the  Apoha  however  is  not  so  perceived ;  and  the  only  other 
entity  that  you  admit;  of  is  the  specific  forms  (of  ideas) ;  but  these  too  are  not  percep- 
tible by  the  senses.  Under  the  circumstances  on  what  could  you  base  the  use  of 
your  words  ?  In  fact  the  upholder  of  the  Apoha  cannot  explain  the  use  of  words  at 
all. 

1*  The  only  ground  of  inferring  the  existence  of  something  that  is  not  perceptible 
by  the  senses  is  the  fact  that,  though  it  is  not  perceived  now,  yet  it  is  present  elsewhere, 
and  if  it  were  present  it  wonld  certainly  be  perceived.  And  in  this  case,  the  ground  of 
Inference  would  be  the  non-perception  of  something  otherwise  perceptible ;  and  inasmuch 
as  this  too  is  only  a  negative  factor,  we  would  require  another  Inference  for  its  estab- 
lishment; and  this  again  would  have  to  be  based  upon  another  negation;  this  nega- 
tion too  upon  another  Inference ;  and  so  on  and  on,  we  would  have  an  endless  series  of 
negations  and  Inferences,  which  would  be  very  far  from  desirable.  "  For  thix  reason,  &c." 
Since  the  Apoha  is  not  amenable  either  to  sense-perception  or  to  Inference. 

8°  The  horse,  Ac.,  nmst  be  regarded  to  be  the  objects  rejected,  only  iu  the  form 
of  the  "  non-cow" ;  this  is  a  negation  j  and  a  negation  is  not  perceptible  by  the  senses 
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tence  there  can  be  no  (reasonable)  denial  of  a  Class  (in  the  form  of  ft 
positive  entity). 

81-82.  And  further  hq^w  wonld  yon  get  at  the  fact  .of  any  object* 
being  denotable  by  the  word  "non-cow"?  (If  it  be  nrged  that)  "we 
wonld  understand  that  to  be  so  denotable,  in  connection  with  which  we 
would  not  find  the  word  *  cow*  applying,  at  the  time  that  any  relationship 
with  the  object  so  denoted  is  asserted,"— then  (we  reply  that)  if  you  were 
(in  the  above  manner)  to  have,  from  a  single  individual  (whose  relation  will 
have  been  asserted,  on  which  basis  yon  wonld  get  at  the  denotation  of  the 
word  "non-cow"),  a  cognition  of  all  that  is  different  (from  that  Individual), 
—then  all  these  latter  would  be  the  objects  negativted  (by  the  Apoha  of 
"  cow" ) ;  and  thereby  no  denotability  would  belong  to  any  generic  idea. 

83-84.  It  is  an  established  entity,  the  cow,  which  is  negatived  (by  the 
Apoha ;  and  this  Apoha  is  only  the  negation  of  the  cow.  Hence  (in  order 
to  explain  this  Apoha  the  cow  should  be  explained.  And  if  this  (cow)  be 
said  to  be  the  negation  of  the  non-cow,  then  there  wonld  be  mutual  inter- 
dependence." 

84-85.  And  if  you  admit  of  the  cow  as  an  (independently)  established 
entity,  for  the  sake  of  having  an  object  for  your  negation  Apoha,  then 
the  .assumption  of  the  Apoha  would  become  useless  (inasmuch  as  the  idea 
of  cow  is  admitted  to  be  established  independently  of  it).  And  in  the 
absence  of  an  idea  of  the  cow  as  an  established  entity,  there  can  be  no 
idea  of  non-cow ;  and  ns  such  how  could  you  explain  the  idea  of  the  cow  to 
be  based  upon  the  idea  of  the  non-cow  P 

85-86,  Between  two  negative  entities  there  is  no  such  relationship  as 
•that  between  the  container  and  the  contained,. <fec.  ISTor  is  any  specific  (abs- 
tract) positive  entity  ever  cognised  as  related  to  Apoha. 

86-87.  How,  too,  could  any  relation  be  assumed  to  subsist  between 
a  negative  Apoha  and  a  positive  entity  (the  specific  forms  of  ideas)  P 

and  hence  it  could  not  but  be  cognized  by  means  of  the  word.  Then  those  that  do  not 
understand  the  meaning  of  the  word  "non" — f.i.,  small  boys— cannot  understand 
the  word  "non-cow11,  and  yet  they  do  have  a  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"  cow/1  Hence  we  conclude  that  the  word  .**  cow  "  must  signify  a  positive  entity,  in  the 
shape  of  the  class  "  cow." 

83.8d  The  upholders  of  the  Class-theory  can  assert  the  denotability  of  the  »*di- 
vidual  as  qualified  7>y  the  class  (though  this  is  not  what  is  admitted  by  us).  As  for  you, 
'  on  the  other  handr  you  can  never  be  cognisant  of  the  denotability  of  anything  qualified 
by  the  Apoha.  Because  one  Apoha  cannot  be  qualified  by  another,  as  both  of  them 
being  negative,  between  them,  there  can  be  no  such  relationship  as  that  of  the  -con. 
tainer  nnd  the  contained,  and  the  like.  Nor  can  it  be  asserted  that  the  specific  forms  of 
ideas  may  be  qualified  by  the  Apoha  j  as  no  such  specific  forms  are  signified  by  words 

That  which  colours,  j*o."— Since  the  specific  forms  of  ideas  are  not  cognised, 
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There  can  be  no  qualification  to  anything  (like  the  specific  forma  of  ideas) 
which  merely  exists  (and  is  not  signified  by  the  word).  Because  it  is  only 
that  which  colours  the  qualified  object  by  its  own  idea,  that  can  be  called  a 
"  qualification." 

88-89.  In  fact,  no  cognition  of  Apoha  is  produced  from  the  words 
"  horse,"  &c. ;  and  the  cognition  of  the  qualified  object  cannot  be  such  as 
is  without  any  idea  of  the  qualification.  Nor  can  a  qualification  of  a, 
cettain  character  bring  about  an  idea  of  a  different  character.  Hence, 
when  the  object  has  been  cognised  to  be  of  a  certain  character,  how  can 
a  qualification,  which  is  of  an  opposite  character,  be  said  to  belong  to  it  ? 

90-91.  If  even  in  face  of  the  opposite  character  of  the  object,  a 
qualification  (of  the  opposite  character)  be  asserted  to  belong  to  it,— then 
any  qualification  would  belong  to  any  object  (without  any  restriction) , 
Hence,  when  the  qualification  Apoha  is  of  a  negative  character,  no  posi- 
tive character  can  belong  to  the  qualified  (specific  forms  of  ideas) ,  There- 
fore you  cannot  have,  as  the  denotation  of  the  word,  any  positive  entity 
qualified  by  Apoha.  * 

92-94.  Though  Yerbal  Testimony  and  Inferential  premises  cannot 
properly  function  towards  an  idea  (or  object)  which  is  devoid  of  (not 
qualified  by)  the  Apolia,  yet  the  cognition  of  the  cogniser  (brought  about  by 
a  word)  rests  upon  a  positive  entity  alone.  And  since  no  entity  in  the 
sfiape  of  the  specific  forms  (of  objects)  appears  in  our  cognition  (of  the 

they  cannot  be  affected  (coloured)  by  the  idea  of  anything ;  and  as  such,  they  cannot 
have  any  qualifications. 

88.89  The  cognition  produced  by  the  word  "  horse  "  is  of  the  form  of  a  posivtie  entity, 
in  the  shape  of  a  horse;  and  never  in  the  negative  form  of  an  Apoha.  Consequently 
apart  from  any  peculiarities  of  the  qualified  (specific  forms),  the  Apoha  itself  can  never 
have  the  properties  of  a  qualification.  Inasmuch  as  the  Apoha  is  not  cognised  as  the 
qualification,  there  can  be  no  idea  of  anything  qualified  by  it. 

"Non-cow,  $*c." — Your  qualification,  Apoha,  being  of  a  negative  character,  it  can 
never  be  cognised  as  belonging  to  the  idea  of  a  positive  entity. 

«2.9k  This  anticipates  the  following  Bauddha  argument :  "  The  only  positive  entities 
thnt  we  admit  of  are  the  undefined  specific  forms  of  ideas ;  and  these,  being  amenable  to 
Sense-perception,  cannot  be  treated  either  by  Yerbal  Testimony  or  by  Inference  j  hence, 
as  an  object  denoted  by  a  word,  you  must  accept  the  aforesaid  specific  form  (which  is 
a  positive  entity)  as  qualified  by  the  Apoha"  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  though  a 
word  cannot,  in  accordance  with  your  theory,  signify  an  object  unqualified  by  the 
Apolia,  yet,  inasmuch  as  ordinary  experience  supports  the  fact  of  a  word  signifying  a 
-positive  entity  (without  any  negative  qualifications), — we  cannot  but  accept  the  truth 
of  such  denotation  of  a  positive  entity,  even  without  a  qualification  in  the  shape  of  an 
Apoha  j  because  we  cannot  very  rightly  deny  a  fact  of  common  experience.  Thus  then, 
it  being  established  that  the  denotation  of  a  word  must  be  a  positive  entity,  and  for  the 
aforesaid  reasons,  the  specific  forms  of  ideas  not  being  capable  of  being  the  objects 
denoted  by  a  word, — we  cannot  but  admit  of  a  generic  positive  entity — in  the  form  of 
n  positive  class — as  being  the  object  denoted  by  a  \vord. 
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denotation  of  words), — and  again  since  this  (specific  form)  cannot  be  the 
qualified,  because  it  is  an  unqualified  abstract  entity, -—and,  lastly,  sintie 
it  is  sheer  recklessness  (o  assert  something  not  signified  by  the  word  to  be 
the  qualified  entity ; — therefore,  we  must  accept  a  positive  generic  entity 
to  be  the  object  cognised  and  denoted  by  the  word. 

95-96.  When  the  character  of  being  the  negatived  object  cannot  be- 
long to  individuals, — because  these  are  not  denoted  by  the  Word, — then  it 
is  only  the  generic  form  (class)  that  could  be  the  object  negatived  (Apoha) ; 
and  because  of  the  fact  of  its  being  negatived,  it  must  be  admitted  to 
be  a  positive  entity.  Because  no  negative  entity  can  be  the  object 
negatived,  on  account  of  the  impossibility  of  the  negation  of  a  negative 
entity  (as  such  continued  negation  wtould  give  rise  to  an  endless  series 
of  negations,  as  shown  in  the  chapter  on 'Negation). 

96-97.  In  the  case  of  (the  cognition  of)  one  Apohat  we  have  a  clear, 
perception  of  another  Apoha,  iu  the  shape  of  the  rejection  of  some  generio 
positive  entity.  If  the  negation  of  a  negative  entity  were  different  from 
the  negative  entity  itself,  then  it  could  only  be  a  positive  entity ;  and"  if 
it  were  non-different  from  it,  then  we  would  have  (the  absurdity  pf) 
the  cow  being  the  non-cow. 

98-99.  Though  in  the  case  of  other  words  (like  "cow,"  &c.),  we 
could  somehow  or  other,  have  positive  entities  as  the  objects  negatived,— 
yefc,  in  the  case  of  the  word  "  entity  "  (sa£)»  the  object  negatived  by  it  can- 
not  be  other  than  "  non-entity "  itself ;  and  then  (if  you  were  to  hold 
that  objects  negatived  must  be  positive  entities),  to  non-entity  would  be- 
long a  positive  character— an  absurd  contingency  surely  !  And  further, 
without  the  ascertainment  of  the  non-entity,  we  could  not  halve  any  idea 
of  entity;  and  the  non-entity  (being  only  a  negation  of  entity)  cannot 
be  cognised  (without  the  cognition  of  entity)  (and  this  would  involve  a 
most  undesirable  mutual  interdependence). 

100.    Nor  can  either  the  difference  or  the  positive  character  of  the 

95.95  Individ uals  cannot  be  the  objects  of  denotation  by  Words  j  because  that  would 
give  rise  to  an  endlessness  of  denotations,  the  number  of  individuals  being  endless. 

9«-91  In  the  case  of  the  Apoha — in  the  form  of  the  negation  of  non-cow — we  have 
the  rejection  of  a  positive  generic  entity — in  the  shape  of  the  class  '  horse/  or  "  ele- 
phant/1 &c.  j  and  thus  all  the  objects  rejected  by  an  Apoha,  would  come  to  be  positive 
generic  entities.  If,  however,  the  object  rejected  be  asserted  to  be  of  a  negative 
character,  then  its  contradictory— i.e.,  the  class  'cow 'as  rejecting  the  *  non-cow*— 
could  only  be  a  positive  generic  entity  ;  otherwise,  if  the  negation  of  a  negative  entity 
be  said  to  be  non-different  from  it,  then  we  would  have  *  cow  * «« *  non-cow/— a  palpable 
absurdity. 

100  The  Bauddhas  declare  that  though  the  denotation  of  a  Word  is  always  cognised 
in  a  positive  form,  yet  inasmuch  as  learned  men  are  incapable  of  recognising  any 
positive  ground  of  similarity  among  objects,  different  from  one  another,  the 

40 
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objects  negatived  be  explained  on  tie  ground  of  the  diversity  of  Vasanat, 
Because  there  can  be  no  Vasana  with  regard  to  a  negative  entity. 

101.  And  further,  excepting  remeraberance,  to  no  other  action  can 
the  function  (or  force)  of  Tdsana  apply.    Therefore  the  Tasana  cannot, 
with  regard  to  an  object  endowed  with  a  certain  definite  character  (negative 
or  positive),  produce  a  cognition  of  another  sort  (or  character). 

102.  And  for  you^  the  difference  of  Words  (from  the  objects  denoted 
by  thein)     cannot  be  based  upon    the     Vasand, ;    because    the  specific 
(abstract)   forms  of  Words  cannot  have  any  denotability,  inasmuch  as 
these  (specific  forms)  are  never  actually  cognised, 

103.  And  on  account  of  the  diversity  of  these  (momentarily  changing 
specific  abstract  forms  of  Words),  these  forms   cannot  bring  about  the 
idea  of  a  single  VftsanS  ( which  could  be  the  means  of  getting  at  an  idea 
of   any  generic  entity).    Nor  do  you  accept  any    such  single   positive 
generic  entity,  as  "Word/*  that  could  bring  about   the  said  (single) 
Tasana. 

104.  Thus  then  a  generic  entiiy,  in  the  form  of  the  Apoha  of  another 
word  (i.e.,  the  Apoha  of  '  non-cow*),  being  accepted  (as  the  denotation  of 
the  Word  "cow"), — inasmuch  as  this  too  is    in  the  form   of  a  negative 
entity  (the  rejection  or  negation  of    "  non-cow") — we  cannot  admit   of 
any f difference  among  the  objects  denoted  (by  the  Word  "  cow  "). 

105.  And  just  as  there  would  be  no  difference  between  two  expressive 
Words,  so,  in  the  same  manner,  there  would  be  none  between  the  ex- 
preserve  (word)  and  the  expressed  (meaning).    And  it  has  already  been 
proved  above  that  there  can  be  no  such  difference  based  upon  the  difference 
among  the  objects  negatived. 

» 

denotations  of  words  cannot  but  he  admitted  to  rest  in  the  negatives  of  their  contradic- 
tories ;  and  that  though  this  is  of  a  negative  character,  yet  it  is  cognised  as  positive, 
on  account  of  eternal  Vasanas  that  help  to  bring  about  such  cognition.  This  is  denied 
in  the  Karika  on  the  ground  that  a  Vdsanii  is  produced  only  by  perceptions;  aud 
as  Perceptions  belong  to  positive  entities  alone,  no  Vamna  can  belong  to  a  negative 
entity. 

Wl  The  only  use  of  the  Vasana  lies  in  its  being  the  means  of  remembering  oi 
recalling  the  objects  perceived  in  the  past.  "It  cannot,  8fc?-~ with  regard  to  a  posi- 
tive entity,  it  can  never  produce  a  notion  that  it  is  negative,  as  held  by  the  Banddha. 

1<»  Difference  is  a  property  of  positive  entities ;  and  inaemach  as  the  only  positive 
entity  that  you  admit  of  is  the  undefined  specific  forms  of  words  (as  you  admit  of  no 
other  specific  forms  save  those  of  the  ideas  of  objects) — and  as  these  undefined  forms 
.can  never  be  cognised  as  bearing  any  relationship  (because  no  relationship  can  be  cog* 
nised  iu  connection  with  undefined  entities), — the  Word  cannot  but  cease  to  have  any 
denotability;  and  hence  you  cannot  base  the  difference  between  Words  and  the  objects 
denoted  by  them,  upon  Vdsands. 

l°i  Just  as  no  difference  is  possible  among  the  denoting  Words,  so  too  there  would 
be  none  among  the  denoted  objects, 
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106-107,  The  Apoha  of  a  Word,  so  long  as  it  is  not  comprehended, 
cannot  in  any  way  signify  anything.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not 
perceived,  to  be  so  capable,  by  the  sense-organs  ;  nor  are  there  any  infer- 
ential premises  or  authoritative  assertions  (asserting  any  such  capability), 
that  could  lead  to  the  comprehension  of  that  Apoha.  If  we  were  to 
assume  any  such  inferential  premises,  <fcc.,  then  we  should  urge  that,  in 
that  case,  we  would  have  no  resting  ground,  in  the  absence  of  any  founda- 
tion based  upon  sense-perception. 

108.  The  characters  of  being  the  expressed  and  the  expressive  can- 
not belong  to  the  two  Apohas  (of  the  Meaning  and  the  Word  respect- 
ively),— because  according  to  your  theory  these  (Apohas)  are  non-enti- 
ties,— just  as  (no  such  character  can  belong)  to  "  hare's  horns  "  and  "  sky- 
flowers.*  ' 

109.  If  you  were  to  urge  that — the  aforesaid  premiss  ("because  they 
are  non-entities ")  is  faulty,  inasmuch  as  we  have  the  inference  of  the 
absence  of  rain  from  the  absence  of  clouds  (when  both  these  absences  are 
non-entities), — then  (we  reply  that)  according  to  us  negations  too  are  only 
positive  entities,  (see  above)  $  in  fact,  the  task  of  explaining  the  validity 
of  this  inference  also  rests  upon  you  (who  *hold  negation  to  bo  a  non-entity). 

110.  One,  who  does  not  admit  an  object  in  the  shape  of  a  word  to 
have  a  positive  character,  cannot  possibly  admit  of  any  negation  thereof ; 
inasmuch  as  negation  is  always  preceded  by  affirmation  (that  is  to  say, 
it  is   only  the  positive  character  of  an  object  that  is  negatived  by  its 
negation) . 

111.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  even  the  negation  of  a  negative  entity,  which 
is  expressed  by  a  double  negative,  can  pertain  only  to  a  positive  entity, — 
and  not  to  a  negative  entity,  because  there  can  be  no  conception  of  this 
latter  (which  is  devoid  of  any  substratum;. 

112-113.  "  Well,  then,  by  the  same  argument  (we  conclude  that), 
the  Apoha  does  not  differ  from  a  positive  entity ;  and  thus  the  aforesaid 

109.101  "  No  resting  place  "—because  for  the  accomplishment  of  this  premiss,  we 
would  require  another  premiss ;  and  so  on  and  on,  ad  infinitum. 

110  Thus  then,  Negation  depending  upon  the  positive  character  of  thingtt, — and 
this  latter,  according  to  you,  being  only  the  denial  of  the  negation,— you  strike  your- 
self against  the  immutable  rook  of  mutual  interdependence. 

1U  Like  the  Apoha  of  an  object,  the  Apoha  of  the  Word  too,  being  devoid  of  a 
real  substratum,  can  never  be  conceived  of ;  and  the  specific  forma  of  these,  being 
only  in  the  abstract,  can  never  be  realised  in  conception.  Consequently  we  cannot 
but  admit  of  a  positive  generic  entity.  As  for  example,  even  the  use  of  a  double 
negative—'  This  is  not  non-cow  '—can  pertain  only  to  a  positive  entity,  the  cow.  c.f- 
above : '  apohyamane  cdbhave  lhava  evava$iahyate.' 

11S.US  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this :  "  One  Apoha  does  not  differ  from  another, 
because  both  are  non-entities ;  in  the  same  manner,  no  Apoha  would  differ  from  a 


objections  cannot  affect  it.'*  True,  but  that  would  only  lead  you  to  my 
position. '  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  you  can  nave  no  loophole  for*  escape 
(except  accepting  my  position)* 

113-114.  (Then  the  question  is)  have  we  an  idea  of  positivity  with 
regard  to  an  object  which  is  in  reality  negative, — or  that  we  have  negative 
notions  belonging  to  an  object  which  is  in  reality  positive  ?  But  in  the 
case  of  an  object  of  negative  character,  any  idea  of  positivity  would  be 
totally  groundless ;  whereas  in  the  case  of  a  positive  entity,  even  negative 
conceptions  are  quite  possible,  in  view  of  another  entity. 

115-1 17.  Again,  if  to  all  objects  we  attribute  the  character  of  being 
denoted  by  the  Apoha, — then,  in  the  case  of  such  expressions,  as  "  the  blue 
.  lotus,"  whidh  have  mixed  denotations,  we  could  not  have  the  relationship 
of  the  qualification  (Hue)  and  the  qualified  (lotus),  and  also  that  of  co-exten- 
siveness  (of  the  property  blue  with  the  object  lotus).  Because  the  negation 
of  non-blue  is  not  always  followed  by  the  absence  of  non-lotus,  nor  vice-versd*, 
therefore  they  could  not  be  cognised  as  the  qualification  and  the  qualified. 

117-118.  Nor  could  these  relationships  belong  to  the  words  (' blue  * 
and  '  lotus ')  themselves,  independently  of  their  denotations ;  because  there 
can  be  jio  co~extensiveness  between  the  two  Apohas  (of  the  words),  inas- 
much as  these  (Apohas)  are  entirely  different  from  each  other* 

positive  entity ;  becose  this  latter  too  is  in  reality,  only  a  non-entity.  The  positive 
entities  however  differ  among  themselves,  through  their  abstract  specific  properties, 
and  upon  this  difference,  we  could  base  the  difference  among  the  various  Apohas :  and 
tans  we  sail  dear  of  the  absurdity  of  making  all  words  synonymous  (as  urged  above)/' 
The  sense  of  the-  reply  is  that  if  you.  once  admit  that  Negation  being  a  property  of  the 
entity,  cannot  absolutely  differ  from  it, — you  come  to  accept  a  positive  generic  entity 
Because  barring  this  acceptance,  you  can  have  no  means  of  asserting  any  difference 
among  the  various  Apohas ;  as  the  specific  properties,  that  you  speak  of,  cannot  afford 
the  requisite  means ;  inasmuch  as  they  can  never,  by  themselves,  he  conceived  of. 
Then  the  only  point  at  dispute,  b.etween  you  and  me,  is  what  we  show  below. 

118.114  The  only  point  of  difference  between  the  upholders  of  Apoha  and  ourselves 
now,  is,  that,  while,  admitting,  like  ourselves,  the  final  conception  to  be  of  a  positive 
character,  they  hold  the  real  character  of  the  object  to  be  negative  j  while  we  hold 
this  also  to  be  positive ;  and  even -the  negative  conceptions  that  we  have,  we  refer  back 
to  the  primary  positive  character  of  the  objects.  The  sense  of  the  latter  half  of  the 
Kanka  is  that  the  notion  of  positivity  with  regard  to  a  negative  entity  cannot  but  be 
regarded  as  a  mistake ;  but  a  mistake  we  can  never  have  unless  there  is  some  ground 
for  it.  And  as  we  have  shown  that  there  is  no  such  ground,  this  alternative  cannot  be 
tenable.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  case  of  a  positive  entity — the  cow  f  .i. — we  can 
always  have  a  negative  conception,  that  of  its  not  being  something  else,— the  horse  f.i, 
For  these  reasons,  we  cannot  but  admit  of  a  positive  generic  entity  in  the  shape  of 
the  class  *  cow/  &c.,  &c. 

111.US  " Entirely  &i/erentt  Ac.1*— The  Apoha  of  'Blue1  is  different  from  that  of 
'  lotus  *  j  and  as  such  they  can  never  co-exist. 


Apoha. 

118-119*  H  such  co-extensiveness  be  held  to  belong  to  tire  denotations 
of  the  words  (4  Blue '  and  '  Lotus '),— then,  we  ask — in  what  manner  can 
they  be  contained  in  any  one  substratum  (in  order  to  be  co-extensive)  ?  We 
know  that  an  abstract  specific  entity  is  never  cognised ;  and  any  entity 
besides  this  you  do  not  admit  of.  Then,  as  for  the  nncognised  co-extensive- 
ness  of  the  words  (as  based  upon  the  abstract  specific  character  of  their 
denotations), — of  what  nse  can  this  (uncognised  fact)  be  ? 

120.  If  it  be  held  that  what  is  denoted  by  one  word  (fjL,  "  cow  ")  is 
an  object  qualified  by  the  negation  (Apoha)  of  other  objects, — then  too,  the 
pervasion  (i.e.,  denotation)  by  the  word  becomes  weak  (or  impossible), 
on  account  of  the  dependence  of  this  (denotation,  upon  something  else), 

121-122.  Just  as  in  a  piece  of  sugar,  the  sweetness  not  denoting  the 
whiteness— on  account  of  the  difference  in  the  negations  of  these— ,  there 
is  no  notion  (produced  by  the  expression  '  sweet- white ')»  and  (hence)  there 
ifr no  relation  of  qualification  and  the  qualified  (between  the  two);  so,  in 
tke  same  manner  (in  the  expression  *  San-ghaiah  *)  the  meaning  (of  *  San* 
according  to  you)  being  the  negation  of  non-existence  (wott-San),  the  word 
(*  San ')  would  nofc  touch  that  pare  of  the  denotation  which  consists  in 
the  negation  of  non-ghata. 

123.    If  it  be  urged  that  there  could  be  such  relation  (between  the 

118.119  A  negative  entity  can  never  be  the  contained.  Go-retentiyeness  .can  belong 
to  two  words,  only  when  both  of  them  signify  the  same  object,  either  directly  or  in- 
directly. This  is  not  possible,  in  your  case ;  while  in  my  case,  as  we  hold  the  Class 
('  Lotns ')  to  be  identical  with  the  property  (f  Blue  >),— though  the  word  *  Blue'  signifies 
the  property  *Blne'  and  the  word  *  Lotus'  signifies  the  Class  of  Lotuses,— yefcr 
inasmuch  as  both  of  these  co-exist  in  the  individual  Lotus  before  us,  there  can  be  no 
discrepancy  in  our  theory. 

1*>  If  the  word  by  itself  were  to  denote  an  object,  then,  in  the  case  of  the  expres- 
sion *  San-ghatah*  the  object  signified  by  the  word  '  San  '  would  be  precisely  the  same  as 
that  signified  by  the  word  '  Ghatah  * ;  and  in  thia  case,  it  is  only  right  that  there  should 
be  a  co-extensiveness.  On  the  other  hand,  if,,  as  yon  hold,  the  denotation  of  a  word 
consisted  in  the  negation  of  other  objects— upon  which  negation  the  denotation  would 
be  totally  dependent,— then,  the  word'  San*  would  signify  an  object  qualified  ly  the 
negation  of  non-San -9  and  this  would  certainly  be  totally  distinct  from  the  negation  of 
non-Ghata.  Similarly,  the  word '  Ghata '  would  signify  the  negation  of  non-Qhata>  which 
would  be  totally  distinct  from  the  negation  of  non-San.  And  thus,  the  denotations  of 
the  words  being  totally  distinct,  there  could  be  no  co-exfcensiveness  between  them. 

m.lW  In  the  case  of  the  expression  *  tikto  madhurah,'  even  when  it  has  some 
meaning,  this  can  only  be  in  reference  to  the  sugar-piece  itself?  and  fche  only  reason  of 
this  non-signification  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  one  word  '  tiktah>>  according  to  you,  de- 
notes  only  the  negation  of  non-litter,  and  the  word  '  madhwa '  the  negation  of  non-sweet ; 
and  these  two  denotations  being  totally  distinct,  from  each  other,  there  could  be  no 
CQ-extenBiveness  between  them.  So  also,  in  the  case  of  the  expression  San 

9  a  1»  If  it  be  urged  that  the  denotation  of  the  word  '  Ban1  lies  in  the  object  qualified 
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denotations  of  *  San9  and  *  gliataW),  in  the  form  of  objects  (signified  by  eacb 
of  these), — then  (we  say,  that)  such  relation  could  only  be  based  on  the 
class  "  entity  "  (satta)  ;  and  certainly  no  one  denies  that  the  objects  belonging 
to  the  class  "  Jar  "  are  included  in  this  class  ("  entity  "). 

124,  Such  an  implication,  of  the  word  by  the  class  ("entity"), 
cannot  be  denied  on  the  ground  of  that  class  being  a  positive  entity. 
Because  •with  regard  to  the  recognition  (of  the  meaning)  the  action,  (of- 
the  word,  in  signifying  that  meaning)  is  the  same,  whether  the  class  *  entity* 
be  a  positive  or  a  negative  entity. 

125*126.  The  form  of  positive  objects  (in  the  case  of  *  San  gJiatah\ 
though  impartite,  is  yet  expressed  by  words,  only  in  parts.  Because  the 
cognition  of  the  word  *  San,9  alone  does  not  lead  to  the  cognition  of  tlae  jar. 
Therefore  (in  your  case  also)  you  have  the  fault  of  "  non-signification  "  (of 
the  San  by  the  word  * 8an')  and  you  have  also  (equally  with  us,  the  fault 
of  "  secondariness.") 

126-127.  Since  it  is  the  qualifying  adjunct,  therefore  the  Apoha,  like 
.*ie  class,  must  be  the  primary  element  (of  the  denotation)  ;  and  hence  (just 
as  you  have  urged  against  the  Class  theory)  there  can  be  no  denotation  of  an 
object  as  qualified  by  that  Apolia^  —because  such  an  object  would  be  only 
secondary  (and  as  such  cannot  form  an  object  of  denotation).  If  you  urge 

oy  the  negation  of  non-Sant  and  that  as  such,  this  would  also  touch  the  negation  of  tw>n- 
gha£a> — then,  we  wonld  reply  that  this  assertion  would  be  a  tacit  admission  of  the  Class 
theory  5  because  an  object  qualified,  tyc.  $"c.,  mast  be  a  positive  entity  j  and  in  that  case 
the  necessary  co-extensrvenesa  becomes  quite  possible* 

1W  That  the  class  '  entity  *  is  a  positive  entity  cannot  be  a  ground  for  denying  ifc» 
signification  of  objects  qualified  by  existence-,  because  whether  the  object  denoted  by 
tbe  word  *  8an*  be  positive  or  negative,  so  long  as  ifc  denotes  an  object,  an  implication 
by  it,  of  the  ghatat  cannot  be  denied. 

186.126  This  Karilcd  anticipates  the  following  objection :    "  In  the  Class  theory,  ihe 
object  denoted  (by  *  San '  f  .i.)  being  always  positive  and  concrete,  cannot  bat  be  partite  j 
and  hence  even  if  one  part  of  it  is  cognised,  the  other  parts  remain  uncognised  j 
whereas  on  the  Apoha  theory,  the  object  denoted  being  negative  and  abstract,  the 
mere  negation  of  won- flan  would  lead  to  the  cognition  of  the  impartite  whole,   all  a1 
once ;  and  hence  the  functioning  of  words,  according  to  the  two  theories,  cannot  b< 
held  to  be  similar ."    The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  even  if  you  hold  the  object  denotec 
by  ( 8an*ghatah*  to  be  impartite,  you  must  admit  the  word  'San1  to  denote   ope  par 
while  .the  word  *  ghata*  denotes  another  part;  and  it  is  only  subsequently  that  the  tw< 
join  together  and  produce  a  joint  effect,  in  the  shape  of  the  denotation  of  a  single  object 
And  even  in  this  case,  you  are  open,    like    ourselves,    to    the  fault  of  *  San*    no 
signifying  the  ghata.    Then  again,  you  have  urged  against  us  the  objection  that  th 
class  being  the  primary  denotation,  that  of  the  individual  becomes  only  secondary 
But  both  of  us  are  equally  open  to  this  objection,  as  shown  below. 

186.m  We  hold  the  object  to  be  qualiued  by  (belonging  to)  the  class ;  and  you  hoi 
it  to  be  qualified  by  Apoha ;  the  result  is  the  same* 
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that  Apotia9  being  a  negative  entity,  cannot  be  the  primary  element, — then 
(we  say  that),  in  that  case,  ife  could  not  be  a  qualified  adjunct  either  (and 
hence  the  object  denoted  by  '/San*  could  not  be  one  that  is  qualified  by  the 
Apoha  of  *  non-San  ;*  and  this  would  mean  the  total  giving  up  of  your 
ground). 

128.  The  object  qualified  by  your  Apoha  could  only  consist  of  different 
individuals ;  and  you  have  yourself  explained  that  these  (individuals)  can- 
not be  the  objects  of  denotation,  because  of  endlessness  and  contradiction. 
And  certainly,  you  do  not  admit  of  any  single  object  qualified  by  Apoha  (that 
could  embrace  the  individuals  in  one  corporate  whole,  like  our  u  Glass.99) 

129-130.  There  can  be  no  such  thing  as  "  Apohavattwa"  intervening 
between  the  ApoJia  and  the  individuals  (contained  in  ifc).  Even  if  you 
were  to  assume  some  such  intervening  entity,  we  would  ask, — Is  this  a 
positive  or  a  negative  entity  ?  If  it  be  positive,  then  it  is  the  same 
as  "  class  " ;  and  if  it  is  negative,  then  all  the  aforesaid  objections  (urged 
against  the  denotation  of  the  Apoha  alone)  would  apply  to  it. 

130-131.  Or  again,  if  this  (intervening  entity)  be  assumed  to  consist  of 
the  relation  (subsisting  between  the  Apoha  and  its  substrate);  then  (we reply 
that)  the  denotability  of  such  a  relation  cannot  be  desirable  to  you  (since 
you  have  urged  many  arguments  against  such  denofcability.)  Nor  is  there 
any  such  single  object,  as  would  serve  as  the  substrate  of  Apoha,  and  as  such, 
exist  in  another  object.  And  for  this  reason  too,  no  generic  entity  is  the 
object  of  denotation  ;  nor  lastly,  can  it  be  the  qualification. 

M8  The  Apohists  have  nrged  against  the  Class-theory  the  objection  that  individuals 
can  never  be  the  objects  of  denotation,  because  that  would-give  rise  to  endless  denota- 
tions on  the  one  hand,  and  many  overlapping  and  self -contradictory  denotations  on  the 
other.  The  same  objection  is  shown  to  apply  to  the  Apoha,  theory  also.  Tn  fact,  the 
upholders  of  the  Class  theory  escape  the  anomalies  by  postulating  the  Class,  which  forms 
for  them  the  true  denotation  of  the  word,  and  which,  as  occasion  presents  itself,  is 
cognised  as  qualifying  distinct  individuals.  This  loophole  for  escape  is  not  available 
for  the  Apohiati  because  if  he  admits  of  such  a  corporate  whole,  embracing  all  in- 
dividuals, he  would  only  admit  the  Class  theory. 

1MUSL  «  You  have  urged,  $*c." — The  Bauddha  has  argued  that  if  the  denotation  of  a 
word  consisted  in  the  relationship  between  the  Class  aud  the  Individual,  then  there 
would  be  no  oo-extensiveness.  This  same  argument  may  be  applied  to  the  denotability 
of  the  relationship  between  the  Apoha  and  its  substrate.  "  Nor  is  there  any  such  single 
object,  ^c.1'— If  you  accept  any  such  single  object  as  the  jar  to  be  the  substrate  of 
Apohat — then,  this  object  could  not  exist  in  any  other  object;  and  hence  such  a  word 
could  nofc  denote  a  generic  entity. 

«  y*00 »» iteit  jfe  jg  not  only  on  account  of  the  want  of  the  co-extensiveness  of  such 

a  single  object  with  any  other  object,  that  the  said  generic  character  ia  impossible,  but 
it  is  also  impossible  for  the  following  r  on:  Eveu  if  yc\  h  Id  to  the  theory  of  the 
deaotability  of  the  substrate  of  Apoha,— inasmuch  as,  in  that  case,  there  is  no  single 
word  that  would  include  all  such  substrates, — no  generic  character  could  belong  to  it.  It 


132.  The  Apoto-tf '  Amn '  does  not  indicate  the  particular  Avoha*  (<A 
the  non-jar,  Ac.},  while  these  latter  do  not  inhere  in  the  former- 
quently,  the  Apoha  of  'Asan'  cannot  be  qualified  by  those  (Apohat)  inT 
same  manner  as  "  Blue  "  is  (qualified)  by  the  successive  higher- decree    i 
its  shades.  ®     s 

133.  On  account  of  its  doubtfulness  we  cannot  have  even  an  *  <T 
implication  (of  the  Apohas  of  non-jar,  Ac.),  as  we  have  that  of  the"  V^ 
(fire)  by  means  of  its  characteristic  (smoke).    Because  the   Apoha  "T 
Asan)  in  its  general  form  is  not  such  as  cannot  be  accomplished  witl 
those  (Apohas  of  non-jar,  <fcc.)  lou 

134.  In  the  same  manner,  there  could  be  no  implication  of  the  obie 
(the  substrate  of  Apoha)  by  means  of  the  Apoha.    Because  the  Apoha  (ft 
the  Bauddha  holds)  would  apply  also  to  the  "  hare's  horns"  /and         • 
in  this  case,  the  Apoha  could  not  be  said  to  indicate  a  real  object ;  inasm  °  ] 
as  there  is  no  such  thing  as  apapavishftnavy&vrtta).  * 

135.  And  further,  no  gender  or  number,  <fca,  could  possibly  belon, 
to  an  Apoha  (a  pure  negation).    N/>r  could  there  be  any  relations)*,' 
through  the  individuals  (said  to  constitute  the  Apoha), —because  the 
(individuals)  are  not  (according  to  you)  denoted  by  the  word  (which  Y^ 
restrict  to  the  denotation  of  the  Apoha).  ^01 

136.  Nor  can  the  individual  be  said  to  be  implied  by  the  Awho 
because  (you  hold)  the  individual  to  be  a  specific  abstract  entity.    An! 
that  which  is  not  understood  as  thua  implied  (or  indicated)  cannot  be  th 
object  of  any  such  specification  (as  that  by  gender,  Ac.) 

ia  for  this  reason  that  when  any  one  object  is  spoken  of  as  qualified  by  «  existence  *  tt 
same  word  cannot  be  applied  to  any  other  object ;  and  hence  even  such  a  word  as  '&>#, 
can  not  serve  as  the  qualification. 

l»  Just  as  the  class  <*«*'  does  not  indicate  the  class  'jarf  which  latter  does  n< 
exist  in  it,  and  hence  the  former  is  not  qualified  or  specified  it,— so  the  same  wonM  * 
the  case  with  the  Apoha  of  *  Asat.* 

188  «jfo»ot«icfcf  ^c/'— Without  fire  there  could  be  no  smoke.  There  is  no  sue 
relationship  between  the  ApoTia  of  Asat  and  the  Apoha*  of  non-jar,  &c.  The  Apoha  i 
Asat  eonld  belong  to  the  Apoha  of  the  jar  also.  So  all  that  we  can  say  is  that  the  Am) 
of  Asat  would  raise  a  doubt  with  regard  to  the  Apoha  of  nonpar,  fa. 

18*  If  the  word  be  held  to  denote  the  attofrafe  of  Apoha^then  we  would  have  fcl 
absurdity  of  the  indication  of  another  Apoha,  as  shown  above.  If  on  the  other  ban 
it  will  be  held  to  denote  the  Apoha  only,  then,  there  can  be  no  indication  of  there 
objective  substrate  of  the  Apoha.  Because  the  Apoha  being  a  negative  quantity  -« 
as  such  being  applicable  to  such  absurdities  as  the  <  hare's  born8,'-cannot  be  taken 
be  necessarily  indicative  of  a  real  object, 

IB»  In  the  Class  theory,  though  tha  word  denotes  the  Class,  yet  this  latter  impli 
the  individuals,  to  which  apply  all  such  specifications  as  those  of  Number  &o  Bat  tt 
is  possible  only  when  we  accept  the  indmdnal  to  be  a  definite  concrete  entity  but « 
hold  to  be  au  undefined  specific  abstract  entity 5  and  as  such,  accox-diue  to  mi 
specification  can  belong  to  it. 
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137.  Then  again,  the  Apohaa  of  gender,  number,  &c.f  cannot  by  them- 
pelves  be  the  objects  of  specification;  and  as  for  the  objects  themselves^ 
Jhow  can  they  be  cognised,  by  means  of  words,  to  be  the  objects  to  be 
specified  (inasmuch  as  you  hold  the  objects  to  be  indefinite  and  abstract 
.and  as  such  not  denotable  by  words)  ? 

138.  And  further,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  without  ( the  particular  means 
of  right  notion  which  we  have  termed)    "  legation/*   there  can  be  no 
notion  of  any  negativity.    And  as  for  the  objects  "  cow,1'  <fcc.,  we  do  not 
find  them  to  be  in  any  way  amenable  to  the  said  means  of  Negation. 

139.  And  again,  in  the  case  of  verbs,   we  are  not  cognisant  of  "the 
negation  of  something  else  (the  necessary  factor  in  fLnApoha)  ;  because  in  thjs 
case  there  is  no  object  of  negation  in  the  shape  of  any  exception  (or  prohir 
bition),  &c. 

140.  Even  the  double  negative  *  na-na '  (that  he  cooks  not  is  not)  only 
serves  to  deny  the  negation  (of  the  action  of  cooking) ;  the  verb  *  cooks,1  oa 
the  other  hand,  by  itself  stands  on  its  own  unnegatived  (positive)  form. 

141-142.  And  further,  the  specification  of  verbs  as  unfinished  (*  pre- 
sent ')  and  *  past,'  &c.,  would  become  groundless ;  inasmuch  as  the  Apoha 
(a  negation)  is  always  a  finite  and  complete  entity  (and  as  such,  can  never 
be  either  unfinished  (i.e.,  present)  or  past,  fyc.  And  in  the  case  of  an 
injunction  and  other  similar  cases  (invitation,  <fcc.),  we  are  not  cognisant 
of  any  negation  of  other  things. 

142-145.  And  again  (1)  of  what  form  would  be  the  negation  (Apoha) 
of  a  negative  connected  by  another  negative  (na-na)  ?  (2)  And  then  too, 
in  the  case  of  (conjunctions  like)  'and1  (c/ia),  &c.,  where  there  is  no 
negative  element,  there  can  be  no  negation  (Apoha).  (3)  The  meaning  of 
a  sentence  cannot  be  said  to  consist  in  the  negation  (Apoha)  of  something 
else.  (4)  In  the  case  of  such  words  as  *  ananyapoha  *  (the  negation  of 
something  that  is  not  different),  we  cannot  conceive  of  any  meaning. 
(5)  And,  lastly,  where  could  we  find  the  objects  to  be  negatived  by  such 
words  as  "  nameable,"  "  knowable,"  &c.  (which  are  universal,  and  as  such 
do  not  leave  anything  untouched  that  could  be  negatived  by  themselves)  ? 
If  you  were  to  assume  a  new  object  to  serve  as  the  object  of  negation  by 
these  words  ('  nameable/  &c.),— (we  say)  it  would  be  far  more  reasonable 
to  accept  a  positive  (generic)  entity  (which  would  form  the  denotation  of 
such  and  other  words). 

145-146.   t Since  it  has  been  proved  (in  the  chapter  on  $tinyav&da) 

139  The  expression  'nayacati*  simply  means  the  absence  of  the  action  of  cooking, 
and  not  the  prohibition  of  the  action. 

HO  The  latter  '  na*  serves  to  negative  the  former  '  na9  and  the  verb  by  itself  in  its 
own  pristine  positive  form  remains  free  from  negation. 

It  ia  only  an  external  object  that  can  be  either  denoted  or  negatived* 
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that  ibe  denotation « of  a  word  does  not  consist  of  a  mere  Idea  (or  cogni- 
tion),— therefore  detiotability  cannot  belong  to  any  factor  within  (the 
mind  of  man)  ;  nor  can  (such  an  internal  factor)  be  the  object  of  negation, 
Therefore  Apoha  cannot  'apply  to  these  internal  factors  (Ideas,  Ac.)  And 
again  of  such  words  as  *  gvam/  '  iti-'  and  the  like  we  can  conceive  of  no 
Apoli^a  (object  to  be  negatived). 

147.  If  you  were  to  assume  the  t  Apohas  of  particular  individuals, 
on  the  ground  of  one  particular  being  the  contradictory  of  another,— then 
you  would  have  the  notion  of  such  contradiction  based  upon  Apohas,  and 
that  of  Apohas  upon  the  contradiction  (mutual  interdependence). 

148.  Even  the  specifying  specification  of  the  same  Class  is  not 
in  a  positive  form.     The  fact  is  that  tlie  word  "  Cinpapft  "  (a  kind  of  tree) 
particularises  the  generic  term  "  Tree,"  only  after  it  has  negatived  the 
""PaZSpa,"  Vfcc.  (as  being  not-Qingnp&). 

149-150.    Even  the  non-negation  (Anapoha)  of  the  Class,   <fcc.,  cannot 
be  postulated,  on  the  ground  of  their  non-contradictory  character.    Because 

Hence  it  cannot  be  urged  that  the  object  negatived  by  the  verb  '  cooks  *  is  the  idea  of 
non-cooking.  Since  this  idea  is  not  an  external  object,  the  argument  must  fall  a  victim 
to  the  reasonings  brought  forward  in  the  chapters  on  Qunyavada  and  Nirdlambanavuda. 

147  The  particular  tree  of  the  mango  will  have  such  trees  as  the  Banyan,  $*c  ,  for 
the  object  of  its  Apoha ;  anfl  so  on.  "  Mutual,  $Tc , — becanse  there  can  be  no  notion,  of 
difference,  unless  we  have  a  notion  of  the  thing  itself ;  and  this  latter  notion  cannot 
but  be  based,- according  to  you,  upon  Apohai  and  this  Apoha  you  now  base  upon  a 
difference  among  the  particular  individuals. 

1*8  This  refers  to  the  objection  that  the  contradiction  among  individuals  is  due, 
not  to  the  Apoha,  but  to  the  fact  of  each  of  the  individuals  belonging  to  the  same  class. 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  inasmuch  as  the  Apohists  do  not  admit  of  a  positive  class, 
they  cannot  base  the  contradiction  of  the  individuals  upon  any  such  Class.  w  Their 
specification,  $*c." — It  is  true  that  the  contradiction  lies  in  the  fact  of  their  belonging 
to  the  same  class ;  but  this  specification  too  is  always  preceded  by  the  Apoha.  Because 
the  word '  Qinyapa*  has  no  positive  signification,  in  the  shape  of  any  particular  tree,  there- 
fore it  is  not  in  this  positive  form  that  it  can  be  said  to  specify  the  tree.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  word  *  Qinyapd '  in  the  first  instance,  according  to  you,  negatives  all  that  is 
not  (Jin$apat  and  then  withdraws  the  name  *  tree  *  from  the  '  PatayaJ  ^c.,  and 
restricts  it  within  itself;  and  £hns  at  last,  it  is  the  Apoha  that  is  the  sole  basis  of  the 
contradiction*  Such  a  negative  signification  also  gives  rise  to  another  absurdity 
*  Q  in  gap  a  *  being  taken  to  negative  all  that  is  not  (Jin$apa,  may  be  accepted  as  negativ- 
ing the  *  tree '  also ;  because  the  tree  also  is  not~fingapa. 

149.150  This  refers  to  the  view  that,  a  particular  term  c  Qinyapd  '  does  not  negative 
the  general  term  *  tree ' ;  because  there  is  no  contradiction  between  these.  The  sens* 
of  the  reply  is  that  the  Apohists  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  such  a  non- contra 
diction,  so  long  as  they  do  not  admit  of  a  positive  class  to  which  the  different  kinds  o: 
individuals  could  belong.  Because  so  far  as  the  word*  themselves  are  concerned,  »par 
from  the  objects  that  they  might  denote,  we  cannot  be  cognisant  of  either  the  contradic 
tkm  or  the  non-contradiction  of  these*  And  secondly,  as  for  the  objects  tkat  the  words  maj 
signify,  the  Apohist  cannot  fease  his  idea  ef  the  contradiction  on  these  j  because  he  does 
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the  contradictory  or  the  non-contradictory  character  does  not  belong  to  the 
verbal  forms  of  words  (independently  of  their  significations) ;  nor  can  this 
(contradiction,  <&c.)>  depend  upon  the  forms  of  objects  (to  be  denoted  by 
the  word) ;  because  (according  to  the  Apohist)  the  objects  have  no  rela- 
tion with  words.  And  as  for  the  Apohas  themselves,  we  can  never  re- 
cognise the  contradictory  character,  <fcc.,  of  these,  before  the  word  has 
already  functioned  (to  its  fullest  extent). 

151.  As  for  the  Word  itself,  it  functions  only  with  regard  to  such  an 
•hject  as  is  not  amenable  to  another  (means  of  right  notion) ;  and  as  such, 
in  what  form  can  it  be  said  to  belong  to  any  generic  class  ? 

152.  If  it  be  said  that  the  cognition  of  the  negation  of  the  contradictory 
(anyftpohd)  could  be.  based  upon  the  specific  forms  of  the  words  them- 
selves,— then,  there  being  a  difference  between  the  words  "  Vrksha,  "  and 
"  taru  '*  (in  form,  though  both  denote  a   tree))  how  could  you  deny  the 
negation  of  the  one  by  the  other  ? 

153.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  without  a  touch  of  (the  action  of)  words, 
the  ApoTia,  cannot  be  cognised,   eveu  by  means  of  inferential  premises. 

not  admit  of  any  definite  concrete  object  being  denoted  by  a  word.  The  only  alternative 
then  left  to  him  is  that  of  the  Contradiction,  <&c.,  being  referred  to  the  Apohas  signi- 
fied by  the  words.  But  even  this  will  not  hold.  Because  inasmuch  as  these  Apohas 
are  not  recognized  before  the  word  has  already  functioned,  we  can  never  have  any 
notion  of  the  contradiction,  &c.,  of  these  Apohas.  And  it  is  for  the  comprehension  of 
the  full  signification  of  the  word  that  the  Apohist  has  had  recourse  to  the  determination 
of  the  contradictory  character,  <fco.  And  thus  there  is  an  inevitable  mutual  inter- 
dependence* 

161  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is  that  we  have  no  means  of  ascertaining  the  fact  that 
the  particular  term  '  Qinqapd'  is  not  contradictory  to  the  general  term  'Tree, 
Because  no  such  cognition  is  possible,  until  we  have  become  cognisant  of  the  relation 
borne  by  the  word  in  question  to  a  certain  Apoha.  That  is  |jp  say,  it  is  only  when  the 
Apoha,  i.e.,  the  denotation  of  the  word — has  been  comprehended,  that  we  can  attribute 
any  character  to  it.  And  so  long  as  the  form  of  the  Apoha  is  not  cognised, — how  can 
it  be  known  that  this  Apoha  is  generic  and  that  specified.  Nor  have  we  any  other 
means  at  our  command,  save  the  word,  for  acquiring  any  idea  of  the  Apoha.  Hence  in 
this  also,  the  Apohist  cannot  be  free  from  the  aforesaid  mutual  interdependence. 

1&  This  anticipates  the  theory  that — "  prior  to  the  functioning  of  the  word,  we 
could  ascertain  the  form  of  its  Apoha,  its  generic  or  specific  character,  and  the  contra- 
diction,  &o.,  of  these, — by  means  of  Inference  j  and  then  we  could  have  ideas  of  the 
co-extensiveness,  &c.,  of  the  word  and  its  signification,  &c"  The  sense  of  the  Kdrikd 
is  that  an  inferential  premises  can  have  for  its-  subject  only  such  a  thing  as  has  been 
already  cognised  to  have  certain  relations  with  certain  other  things  j  and  consequently, 
so  long  as  the  Apoha.  has  not  been  ascertained,  we  cannot  be  cognisant  of  any  relation- 
ships borne  by  it ;  and  as  such  how  could  there  be  any  inferential  premises  dealing  wifck 
such  an  nncognised  Apoha  f  That  is  to  say,  until  we  have  understood  what  the  word 
and  its  Apoha  mean,  how  can  we  make  any  inferences  with  regard  to  them  ? 


Nor  c»n  t&ese  premises  ascertain  the  contradictory  or  the  non-coBtradic- 
iory  character  of  these  Apohas. 

*'•**'  '15415&  We  have  already  refuted  the  theory  that  the  negation  (or 
oontett«iietioii)  of  one  (i.e.,  Pa%a)  by  the  other  (the  word  "Cingap&"}'ik 
Saaed  upon  the  fact  of  the  former  being  never  seen  to  be  expressed  "by  the 
latter.  And  (if  negation  were  based  upon  the  mere  fact  of  one  word  not 
b&ing  used  to  express  a  certain  object)  then,  since  the  generic  term 
("trte")  is 'not  held  to  be  expressive  of  the  individuals  (PaWga,  £7w£ajpd, 
&&),  therefore  a  'negation  in  this  case  (of  the  individual  trees  "by  the 
generic  term  "tree"— an  absurdity)  would  be  inevitable.  And  as  for  a 
word 'being  applied  to  an  object,  somehow  or  other, — we  have  the  appli- 
cktion  of  'the  word  M  Icshatriya  "  with  reference  to  a  Brahmana  (endowed 
wttt  "frarlike  propensities) ;  and  in  that  case  we  would  have  no  negation  (of 
tie  Br&timana  by  the  word,"  Jcshatriya  "). 

'''Sr  156;  'Non-negation,  based  on  the  fact  of  the  one  being  in  need  of 
a#6ther,  is,  equally  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  verb  and  the  noun  ;  and 
thii 'there  wouti  Assuredly  be  non-negation  of  the  verb  "stands,"  by  the 
nrfi&rt'fte  trisect  an  absurdity). 

157..   And  again  (in.  the  case  of  "  R&jnah  purushah")  if 


the     JZarika  *  sarvatraiw  hyadrahtatyai 

?,',,  The  sense  of  the  refutation  is  that  so  long  as  the  word  is  nol 
in  all  its  bearings  and  relations,  and  then  used. — it   is   neve? 

J'O  ''V*   ^"TJS!?.1 1  ',;""*    •  w  * 

fo^d/to^  e^pj>e|:8,  anything;  and  as  such  the  word  *  (Jin^a/pa'  would  negative  not  onl;j 
tile •'* gal$fa*  fan^i^&tytking  else,  even  the  Qingapa  tree  itself. 

"M  ^somehow  or  other.'*--- Though  we  find  the  general  term  applied  to  particulai 
ihdiyiduaig,  yet  such  application  can  be  based  only  upon  indirect  indication,  and  no 
upon  direct' denotation.  For  the  word  'tree*  cannot  be  said  to  directly  denote  th 
(Jin$apa.  And  if  we  were  to  attach  much  importance  to  such  indirect  indications,  w 
would  have  a  di&cujty  in  the  case  of  the  word  *  Kshatriya*  when  figuratively  applies 
t6  a  Branmana,  who  ,{s  endowed  with  the  qualities  of  the  warrior.  For  this  singl 
instance  of  the  figurative  use  of  the  word  would  annul  the  sole  condition  of  negation  (b 
a  word)— the  only  such  condition,  according  to  you,  being  '  adrshtatwa,'  the  facfc  of  th 
/Word  never  being  used  with  reference  fco  the  object;  and  so  the  word  *  Kshatriya, 
would  never  negative  or  preclude  the  BrahmlnS,  And  as  for  direct  denotatio 
-even  the  general  term  does  not  directly  denote  the  individual. 

_  .  1W  This  refers  to  the  theory  that  inasmuca  as  the  general  term  '  tree  *  stands  I 
ncigd  of  every  one  of  the  individual  trees,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  related  to  eVery  one 
them,  none,  of  which  could  be  negatived  by  it.  The  sense  of  the  KdriM  is  that, 
tlie  inere  fact  of  being  in  need  be  sufficient  ground  for  non -negation,  then  we  would  1 
met  by  the  absurdity  pointed  out  in  the  second  half  of  the  KariM,  where  it  ia  sho* 
that  the  verb  '  to  stand*  needs  a  place,  and  the  place  '  tree '  requires  a  verb  j  and  hen< 
on  account  of  this  mutual  need,  the  word  *  tree*  would  not  negative  the  verb  *  stand! 
mid  the  two  words  would  become  synonymous. 

AH  In  both  cases  yon  are  faced  by  an  absurdity. 
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,.!  «.s:  ,  *     ^oi 
Were  to  negative  "purushah"  then,  this  latter  could  not  be,qaalifie4  by  t^f;, 

former.     On  the  other  Band,  if  it  were  not  to  negative  it,  then  there  wouldf . 
be  an  identity,  as  in  the  case  of  "  bine  lotus."  ,          ;  > ;  n,:. 

158-159.    It  is  asserted  (by  the  Apohists)  that  in  the  case  of  the* 
series  of  words— •"  tree,"  "earth,"  "substance,"  "  entity,"   ancl  /^know^ 
able"  (where  the  one  following  is  more  extensive  than  the  preceding,) *, 
taken  first  in  one,  and  then  in  the  reverse  order, — if  we  were  t<>  accept  ;«t. 
positive  denotation,  we  wonld  have  the  (absurdity  of)  every  word  denoting 
all  the  above  five  objects.    But  this  assertion  is  not  correct;  because i  a$ 
a  matter  of  fact,  all  words  are  not  found  to  be  applicable  to  all  cases.  r;  ;.* , 

155-160,     (If  a  word  be  held  to  denote  all  the  various  parts  or  shades; /v 
of  an  object  simply  because  of)  the  location  (of  all  these*  parts)  in  a  single 
substrate,  then,  we  would  also  have  the  functioning  of  the  eye  towards:,  v< 
taste,  &c.,  also  (simply  because  these  reside  in  the  same  substrate,  a  fruity  st 
as  the  colour).     And  just  as  the  cognisability  of  the  different  object^  _ 
(colour,  &c.)>  is  restricted  to  each  separate  sense  organ,  the  eye,  &<5.,  80, _ ^ 
in  the  case  of  words  too,  we  have  the  applicability  of  each  word  restricted 
to  definite  classes  of  objects  ;  and  so  there  can  be  no  such  admixture  (of  v 
denotations  as  urged  above).  ,      , 

161.    When  the  word  (f.i.  "tree")  has  ceased  to  function   (after 
having  denoted  its  specific  object  'tree)) — sthe   denotability  of    "entity,"^ 
Ac.,  is  possible,  but  only  through  concomitance  and  non-concomitance,  as  • 
leading  respectively  to  deficiency  and  excessiveness. 

168.159  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  this :  "  If  we  were  to  accept  the  positive 
denotation  of  words,  then,  inasmuch  as  all  objects  are  complete  wholes,  the  words 
must  denote  the  whole  objects;  and  in  the  case  of  the  five  words  cited,  a  free  has  got 
the  character  denoted  by  each  of  the  fonr  following  words  j  and  hence  it  is  that  the  tree 
is  always  recognised  as  having  a  five-fold  characters  and  consequently  all  the  five  will 
have  to  be  accepted  to  be  constituent  parts  of  the  tree.  And  then  inasmuch  as  the 
object  tree  is  an  indivisible  whole,  and  it  is  as  such  that  it  is  denoted  by  'the  word* 
'  tree,1  all  the  aforesaid  parts  of  the  tree  must  be  held  to  be  identical.  The  word- 
'  knowable'  too,  while  denoting  knoivdbility  would  denote  the  tree  and  the  other  fbui 
of  the  aforesaid,  but  in  the  reverse  order.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  that  th}s 
latter  process  is  not  so  sure  as  the  former,  and  hence  is  not  equally  probable ;  and  IB? 
order  to  avoid  this  absurdity,  we  must  deny  the  fact  of  words  denoting  positive  objects^-' 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  all  objects  are  not  necessarily  indivisible ;  and  hence  it  Jtf. 
quite  possible  for  a  word  to  denote  one  portion  of  it,  while  other  parts  are  denoted  by 
other  words.  And  thus,  there  can  be  no  identity  among  the  denotations  of  the  words 
cited.  That  the  object  is  not  indivisible  has  been  shown  above. 

161  The  word  c  tree '  cannot  properly  be  taken  to  signify  the  earth>  Ac.,  directly, 
The  functioning  of  a  word  ceases  as  soon  as  it  has  served  to  denote  the  tree  alone-. 
After  that  it  may  indirectly  indicate  the  higher  genus  of  the  earth,  on  account  of  the 
class  'tree1  being  included  in  the  class  'Earth/  But  in  this  case,  the  indication  of 
Earth  will  be  deficient  in  one  point,  having  been  dragged  from  the  higher  to  the  lowe* 
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162.  In  fact,  the  objection  you  have  urged  would  apply  only  to  you, 
who  hold  general  words  to  apply  to  specific  objects*    Specially  as  (in 
your  theory)   there  is  no  difference  between    the    objects  (the  specific 
entities)  and  the  factor  denoted  by  words. 

163.  And   again  one— who  (like  the  Apohist)   would  attribute  to 
negative  entities,  like  the  Apoha^  such  properties  as  singleness,  eterftality  and 
pervasion  over  each  separate  individual, — could  also  admit  of  a  piece  of  cloth 
without  any  yarns.    • 

164.  For  these  reasons,  it  must  be  admitted  that  we  can  have  the 
negation  of  something  else  only  in  the  case  of  snch  words  as  have  a  negative 
particle  attached  to  them.    In  the  case  of  words  other  than  these,  it  is 
only  the  positive  form  of  the  object  that  can  be  denoted. 

165.  Some  people  (the  NaiySyikas)  argne  that  the  denotation  (of  a 
word)  has  not  the  character  of  negativing  things  other  than  itself, — because 
it  is  a  means  of  right  notion, — like  the  senses  of  touch,  &c.     But  this 
argument  is  rendered  doubtful  with  regard  to  those  words  to  which  nega- 
tive particles  are  attached. 

genus.  So  too,  the  same  word  *  tree '  may  be  taken  to  indicate  a  particular  tree— the 
Palaga,  f .i.— -,  on  account  of  this  latter  being  included  in  the  class  '  tree ' ;  and  this 
indication  will  be  a  step  higher,  as  in  this  case  the  lower  is  raised  to  the  place  of  the 
higher.  For  these  reasons,  the  word  must,  strictly  speaking,  be  taken  as  having  its 
denotation  confined  to  a  particular  object  only. 

1«  The  Apohist  holds  that  the  general  term  '  tree1  denotes  only  an  abstract  specific 
entity,  which  cannot  but  be  held  to  be  indivisible ;  and  as  such  there  could  be  no  distinct 
factors  in  the  object  denoted ;  and  hence  it  is  only  the  Apohist  that  can  be  a  victim  to 
J>he  objections  urged  in  the  Kariki  Vrlcshatwapdrthivadravya,  &o.  "  Because,  #*c."  This 
meets  the  following  objections  :  "  The  Baoddha  does  not  hold  the  words  to  rest  with  the 
specific  entities,  because  this  would  land  him  in  endlessness,  <fec. ;  what  he  actually  holds 
to  be  the  objects  of  words  are  the  negations  that  have  their  distinct  forms  definitely 
individualised,  either  by  the  individualities  of  the  objects  negatived,  or  by  those  of 
their  attendant  Vasands  j  and  as  these  are  different  from  one  another,  the  above  objection 
cannot  apply  to  the  Bauddha  theory."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  according  .to  the 
Apohist •-,  there  is  no  difference  between  the  objects  (specific  entities)  and  the  factors 
denoted  by  the  word  (viz.  Negations).  For  if  he  were  to  admit  of  a  Negation  that  would 
include  various  specific  entities,  then  that  would  amount  to  an  admission  of  the  Class  ; 
and  we  have  already  refuted  the  theory  that  there  can  be  any  difference  among  the 
objects  negatived  based  upon  the  difference  of  Vasana,  &o. 

168  The  Apohist  is  constrained  to  attribute  the  said  properties  (that  belong  to  a 
positive  class)  to  his  Apoha;  otherwise  he  falls  into  the  ditch  of  endlessness,  &o.  And 
it  is  simply  absurd  to  attribute  positive  properties  to  negative  entities. 

16*^"  Non-cow  "  *  negation  of  the  cow  j  and  not  that  "  Cow  "  -=  negation  of  non~cow 

166  \Tp  to  the  last  Karika,  the  refutation  of  the  -Apo/ia-theory  has  been  based  upon 
ordinary  experience.  The  Nctiydyilca  seeks  to  refute  it  by  means  of  an  inferential  argu- 
ment—propounded in  the  present  KariM.  This  argument  however  is  fallacious ;  because 
negative  words  are  means  of  right  cognition,  and  yet  they  have  negative  denotations. 
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166.  And  if  all  (words — positive  and  negative)  are  made  the  subjects 
of  the  conclusion,  then  the  argument  becomes  .doubtful  (not  universal 
and  hence  uncertain)  with  a  view  to  negative  arguments ;  and  ifc  also 
becomes  opposed  to  certain  facts  accepted  by  all  persons. 

167.  If  your  conclusion, — that  "the  word  does  not  negative,  <fcc.," 
refer  to  the  agency  of  the  word  (in  negativing), — or,  if  it  refer  to  the  fact 
of  words  denoting  negation  alone, — then  it  would  only  be  proving  what 
is  already  an  accepted  fact  (and  as  such  becomes  redundant). 

168.  If  the  conclusion  mean  that  '  a  word  does  not  in  any  way  apply  to 
an  object  which  is  the  negation  of  its  contradictory,9 — then  that  would  go 
against  a  formerly  accepted  view :  for  certainly,  in  the  cow  we  have  a 
negation  of   the  horse,   <fcc.   (which  are  contradictory  to,  i.e.,  something 
other  than,  the  cow). 

169.  The  instance  (that  you  have  cited  in  your  syllogism,  that  of  the 
sense-organs)  is  such  as  is  entirely  at  variance  the  conclusion.    Because 
the  eye,  <fcc.  (the  sense-organs)  do,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  apply  to  objects  that 
are  the  negation  of  something  else,  though  they  do  not  comprehend  this 
(negative  aspect  of  the  thing). 

170.  If,  again,  the  conclusion  be  taken  to  mean  that  *  the  idea  (or 
cognition  that  we  have  from  a  word)  is  not  coloured  ly  any  taint  of  the 
negation  of  other  things,' — then  too,   the  argument   becomes  redundant; 
because  though  the  denotation  of  a  word  is  actually  in  the  form  of  a 
negation,  yet  it  is  ordinarily  known  (by  means  of   Vasana)  as  being  a 
positive  object. 

171-172.    Again,  if  the  conclusion  be  taken  to  deny  the  fact  of  the 
Apoha  being  the  means  of  the  application  of  the  word  (to  its  denotation),— 

/ 

IM  If  the  conclusion  also  included  negative  words, — *.*.,  if  it  be  asserted  that  even 
negative  words  have  no  negative  denotations, — then  the  argument  becomes  doubtful  j 
because  as  a  matter  of  fact,  even  the  Ndlyayika  admits  of  negative  premises  and 
arguments,  which  prove  the  conclusion  only  ly  negativing  the  contrary  of  the  conclusion ; 
and  certainly,  this  goes  against  the  universality  of  the  assertion  that  no  negative  words 
have  negative  denotations.  And  further,  all  ordinary  people  are  cognisant  of  the  nega- 
tive denotations  of  negative  words ;  and  hence  the  argument  in  question^  also  goes 
against  a  popularly -accepted  notion. 

181  What  does  your  conclusion  mean?  Does  it  mean  that  the  word  is  never  a* 
means  of  negativing  ?  If  so  then,  it  is  redundant;  because  the  Bauddha  does  not  hold 
the  word  to  be  such  a  means ;  all  that  he  holds  is  that  the  word  is  expressive  of  nega- 
tion. Secondly,  if  your  conclusion  mean  that  words  cannot  denote  negation  only, — 
then  too  it  becomes  redundant ;  because  the  Apohist  does  not  hold  words  to  have  for 
their  denotation  negation  pure  and  simple,  by  itself ;  though  it  is  true  that  he  resolves 
the  denotations  of  all  words  into  the  negative  form  of  the  Apoha, — yet  he  always  bases 
this  upon  a  palpable  entity* 

«  Removal  of  a  doubt " — with  regard  to  a  pole,  there  is  a  doubt—'  is  this  a 
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then,  this  too  would  go  against  a  formerly  accepted  theory  :  inasmuch  as 
you  do  admit  of  negation  (Vyatir&Jca)  "being  a  means  (of  denotation).  la 
the  case  of  .Inference  too,  you  haye  the  same  thing  (inasmuch  as  the 
negation  o£  the  contrai'y"  of  the  major  term  is  also  accepted  as  a  means  of 
getting  a^- the  middle  term  and  the  premises);  and  so  the  very  basis  of 
your,  argument  (i.e.,  the  middle  term)  becomes  doubtful  And  lastly,  your 
argument  is  douhtful  and  inaccurate,  when  viewed  as  against  a  perceptible 
idea  that  we  obtain  on  the  removal  of  a  doubt. 

173.  And  further,  your  argument  would  also  be  contradictory;  inas- 
much as  a  word  resembling  in  action  the  sense-organs,  Bar,  <fcc., — such 
words  as  "  Self/1  "  Mind/'  "  Ak§9a," — would  cease  to  signify  their 
meanings  (because  none  of  these  objects  are  perceptible  to  the  sense- 
organs). 

174  Then  again,  "the  application  of  a  word  to  a  positive  object 
cannot  but  be  through  Negation, — because  the  word  is  the  means  of  infer- 
ential reasoning, — like  negative  premises." 

175.  And  again; — "  the  word  cannot  denote  the  "Glass,  or  an  Indi- 
vidual as  qualified  by  the  Class, — because  it  is  a  means  of  right  notion, — 
like  the  senses  of  touch,  hearing,  &c." 

176.  It  was  in  view  of  such  counter-arguments  being  available  for 
the  Apohist,  and  on  finding  that  by  means  of  (inferential)  arguments  we 
cannot  arrive  at  any  definite  determination  of  what  does,  and  what  does  not, 
constitute  the  denotation  (of  words), — that  we  have  treated  of  the  question 
above  wholly  in  accordance  with  Usage. 

Thus  ends  the  ApohavSda. 

post  or  a  human  body  standing  *  ?  When  we  go  near  it,  the  doubt  disappears,  and  we 
have  the  idea — '  this  is  a  pole,  not  a  man  * — which  is  thjis  found  to  partake  fully  of  a 
negative  element. 

113  If  in  the  matter  of  the  denotations  of  words,  we  were  to  depend  wholly  upon 
inferential  arguments,  without  having  anything  to  do  with  usage, — then  inasmuch  as 
the  self,  <fec.,  are  not  amenable  to  the  senses,  or  to  inference  either,  the  very  same  argu- 
ment that  you  have  urged  above  may  be  utilised  in  proving  that  the  word  "  self >f  does 
not  signify  what  it  is  accepted  to  signify — i.e.,  it  does  not  signify  Atmd, — because  it  is  a 
means  of  right  notion, —  like  the  ear,  eye,  &c.  You  cannot  bring  forward  any  argu- 
ment in  support  of  the  fact  of  the  word  "  self  "  signifying  Atma,  unless  you  have  recourse 
to  usage.  For  this  reason,  you  must  base  all  your  arguments  against  Apoha,  upon  usage, 
and  not  upon  any  inferential  reasonings. 

n*  Against  tn,e  Kaiyayika's  inferential  argument,  the  Apohiat  pits  another  infer- 
ential reasoning.  And  without  having  a  recourse  to  usage,  there  is  no  escape  from 
the  dilemma. 

11&  This  embodies  another  counter-argument. 

it*"  Therefore  the  Naiyayika  was  wrong  in  calling  in  the  aid  of  Inference,  for 
demolishing  the  structure  of  Apoha. 
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SECTION  15.  * 

THE  VANA-VADA. 

1.  Objection :  "  How  is  it  tliat  it  is  asserted  (in  the  BMshya)  that 
the  ulfrtf  (Class)  is  qualified  ly  the  dewlap,  $•<?.,  when,  as  a  matter  of ,  fact, 
**goiwa"  (an.  Akrti),  which,  is  related  to  that  (individual  cow)  which  is 
endowed  with  the  parts  (dewlap,  &c.)f  does  not  reside  in  these  parts 
themselves  ?  " 

2-3.  Reply :  These  parts  are  related  to  the  class  *  Opw,*  only  through 
their  relationship  with  a  certain  individual  (cow)  endowed  with  these 
parts.  Hence,  inasmuch  as  these  are  peculiar  to  that  particular  Glass 
k<  Cow,"  they  may  he  taken  as  specifying  that  class. 

In  the  individual  (cow)  there  is  an  inherence  of  many  classes,  such  as 
"  entity ,"  &o. ;  and  the  "  dewlap,"  &c.,  assuredly  serve  to  specify  (or  distin- 
guish) tlie  class  c  cow  f  from  those  other  classes. 

4.  The  dewlap,  <fcc.,  are  not  the  mauifesters  of  the  class  '  cow ' ;  nor 
are  they  qualifications  (of  it),  like  properties  (gunas)*    For  if  it  were  so, 
then  there  would  he  no  cognition  of  the  class  *cow,J  until  these  (dewlapi 
&c.),  Lad  heen  recognised. 

5.  (If  the  manifestation  of  one  class  *  cow  *  were  to  depend  upon  other 
classes  "  dewlap,  <fcc.,"  then)  we  would  have  to  assume  the  cognition  (mani- 
festation) of  these  latter  themselves  by  means  of  other  manif  esters ;  thusj 
there  could  be  no  resting  place  from  such  assumptions ;  and  consequently 
there  would  be  no  definite  cognition  of  the  class  *  cow/ 

1  This  refers  to  the  following  Bhashya  passage  '  atha  gaurityasya  ko*rthaH  ?  sas- 
Aadivigishta  dkritiriti.9  The  sense  of  the  objection  in  the  K&riJta  Is  that  it  is  the  indivi- 
dual cow  that  is  endowed  with  the  dewlap,  &o.,  and  hence  the  class  *  cow'  should  never 
be  spoken  of  as  qualified  by  these. 

8.8  By'  the  declaration  that  the  dewlap,  &o.,  qualify  the  class  *oow,f  it  is  not 
nieant  that  the  relationship  between  these  and  the  class  is  that  of  qualification  proper, 
as  in  the  case  of  Uue  and  lotus;  but  that  the  parts  mentioned — the  dewlap,  &c.,— 
serve  to  specify  the  class  "cow"  and  differentiate,  it  from  other  classes.  And  this 
specification  is  based  upon  mere  relationship  in  general.  And  inasmuch  as  the  dewlap, 
&c.,  are  related  to  the  class  '  cow/  through  their  direct  connection  with  the  individual 
cows,— even  in  the  absence  of  an  inherent  relation  (as  in  the  case  of  blue  and  lotus), — it 
would  not  be  unreasonable  to  accept  them  &8  specifying  or  characterising  the  class 
"  cow  " ;  just  as  the  ear-ring,  though  not  bearing  an  inherent  relationship  to  the  wearer, 
serves  to  distinguish  her  from  other  persons,  not  wearing  it.  And  though  many  other 
properties — such  as  *  existence f  and  the  like — inhere  in  the  individual,  yet  inasmuch  as 
these  properties  are  common  to  individuals  of  many  other  classes,  they  cannot  be 
accepted  as  specifying  the  cow ;  which  cau  be  specified  only  by  the  dewlap ,  &c.,  which 
exist  in  no  other  animals. 

4  They  are  not  the  manifesters  of  the  "  cow  " — as  the  smoke  is  of  the  Fire.  Because 
even  before  the  existence  of  these  has  been  duly  ascertained,  with  regard  to  a  particnlar 
individual,  this  is  recognised  as  a  cow,  i.e.,  belonging  to  the  class  "  cow/' 

42 
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6.  And  further,  if  the  dewlap,  <fcc.,  were  the  manifesters  of  the  class 
*cowf  then)  we  could  have  an  idea  of  *cow'  only  when  we  would  have 
cognised  all  of  those  (viz.,  dewlap,  hoofs,  horns,  <fcc.)     But,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  a  simultaneous  cognition  of  all  of  these  is  never  possible. 

7.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  just  as  the  parts  (making  up 
the  individual  cow),  by  the  mere  fact  of  their  existence,  bring  about  the 

i  dea  of  extension  in  regard  to  that  individual, — so  would  they  also  (bring 
about  the  ideas)  of  the  class  (to  which  the  individual  may  belong)  and  the 
properties  attaching  to  it,  &c.,  &c. 

6.  Question :  "  If  so,  then  how  is  it  that  we  have  no  idea  of  the  class 
(cow)  in  a  place  where  these  (constituent  parts  the  dewlap,  <fcc.)»  are  not 
at  all  cognised  (i.e.,  where  these  do  not  exist)"  ?  Answer:  The  very 
simple  reason,  for  this  (non-recognition  of  the  Class)  lies  in  the  fact  that 
the  cognisable  object  (Class  or  Individual)  does  not  exist  in  any  other 
place  than  the  one  occupied  by  its  constituent  parts. 

9-10.  The  truth  is  that  when  the  Class  "  Cow  "  has  been  recognised, 
there  appears  a  cognition,  of  the  dewlap,  <fcc.,  as  occupying  the  same  point 
in  space  (as  the  "  Cow  "), — this  latter  cognition  being  due  to  the  inseparabi- 
lity (of  the  cognition  of  the  c  Cow  '  from  that  of  the  dewlap,  <fec. )  Or,  on 
account  of  the  absence  of  any  absolute  difference  (between  the  dewlap,  &c., 
and  the  individual  cow,  and  also  between  the  individual  cow  and  the  class 
"  Cow  ")>  *ne  Class  may  be  said  to  be  qualified  by  the  dewlap,  &c. 

10-11.  It  is  with  a  view  to  reject  an  inferential  reasoning  of  the 
adversary  that  it  is  added  (in  the  Bhashya)  "  being  perceptible  to  the 

*  "  Never  possible  " — and  hence  no  cognition  of  the  oow  would  be  possible ! 

7  Our  idea  of  the  extension  of  an  objeot  is  due  to  the  fact  of  the  mere  existence  of  its 
parts*  That  is  to  say,  we  believe  ib  to  be  extended,  simply  because  of  the  existence  of  ita 
parts;  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  ns  to  have  a  distinct  cognition  of  each  individual  part, 
before  having  an  idea  of  extension*    For  if  it  were  so,  we  could  find  no  resting  ground, 
nntil  we  reached  the  Atom ;  i.e.,  in  the  case  of  every  object,  we  would  have  to  be  cognisant 
of  its  Atom,— a  palpable  absurdity !  In  the  same  manner,  the  mere  fact  of  the  existence 
of  the  dewlap,  &c.,  is  sufficient  to  give  ns  an  idea  of  the  class  "  cow " ;  and  it  is  not 
necessary  for  ns  to  have  a  distinct  recognition  of  every  one  of  its  distinguishing  fea- 
tures, in  the  shape  of  the  dewlap,  the  horns,  the  hoofs,  and  the  like. 

8  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  our  Class  is  not  omnipresent,  like  that  of  the 
Naiyayika-,  and  we  do  not  admit  of  its  existence  in  any  place,  save  the  one  where  the 
individuals  as  characterised  by  the  Dewlap,  &c.,  exist.    Therefore  the  non -cognition  of 
the  class  is  due  to  mere  Negation,— in  the  shape  of  the  absence  of  the  said  constituent 
features,  and  not  to  the  non* cognition  of  these  features. 

9-10  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  been  shown  that  it  cannot  be  the  qualification;  but 
it  can  be  accepted  to  be  so,  on  the  ground  that  there  is  no  very  great  difference  among 
the  three. 

10-U  Having  put  the  question— "la  the  Ityti  capable  of  being  the  subject  of  a 
syllogism  "  ? — the  Bhafihya  replies — na  pratyafaha  sati  sddhya  bhavitwmarhati.  (Being 
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senses,  it  cannot,  &c."  And  the"*argnment  employed  by  the  adrersary  is 
this :  "  The  Class  is  nothing  apart  from  the  Individual, — because  in  the 
absence  of  the  cognition  of  these  (individuals)  there  is  no  idea  of  that 
(i.e.,  Class), — just  as  is  the  case  with  a  series,  a  crowd,  a  forest,  &c.  (where 
no  idea  is  possible  without  an  idea  of  individuals  constituting  these." 

12.  We  ourselves  do  not  stand  in  need  of  the  statement  of  any  argu- 
ments (supporting  our  theory) ;  because  it  is  known,  and  accepted  by,  all 
men.    And  against  our  opponents  trying  to  negative  our  theory,  we  can 
bring  forward  the  fact  of  their  theory   contradicting  universally-accepted 
ideas, 

13.  Objection, :  "  But  in  case  the  Class  were  perceptible  by  the  senses, 
there  could  be  no  difference  of  opinion  (with  regard  to  its  existence).'* 
Reply :  The  very  fact  of  there  being  such  a  difference  with,  regard  to  the 
means  of  right  notion  themselves,  whence  could  argumentative  people  (like 
you)  agree  as  to  these  (fundamental  bases  of  all  cognition)  ? 

14.  And  even  with  regard  to  "  colour,  &c," — objects  that  are  accepted 
to  be  perceptible  to  the  senses — these  (worthies)  have  an  objection !    And, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  no  sane  person  objects  to  the  existence  of  the  Class. 

15.  We  find  various  usages  based  upon  class — notions, — e.g.,  the  cast 
of  offering  curd,  takra,  <fcc.,  to  the  BrQhmanas  and  the  Eaundinyas  (respec- 
tively). 

16*    By  the  word  "  Akrti"  here  (in  the  Bhashya)  is  meant  Glass,  and 
not  the  shape.    Because  in  the  case  of  Air,  Fire,  Sound,  Ac.,  we  are  not 

perceptible  to  the  senses  it  cannot  he  tlie  subject  of  a  syllogism).  The  sense  of  this  is 
that  our  adversaries  seek  to  prove,  by  inferences,  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  CZaes  5 
but  all  such  reasonings  are  set  aside  once  for  all,  by  the  fact  of  the  Ctfoss  being  per- 
ceived, by  the  senses,  to  be  something  distinct  from  the  Individuals  j  and  as  such  no 
amount  of  inferential  arguments  can  shake  our  theory. 

18  We  do  not  require  any  inferential  arguments,  either  for  strengthening  our  own 
position,  or  for  assailing  that  of  the  opponent.  In  both  cases  we  take  our  stand  wholly 
upon  Popular  Usage* 

18  The  objection  is  clear.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  even  with  regard  to  such 
things  as  the  means  of  right  cognition,  we  have  an  endless  divergence  of  opinions, — 
specially  with  regard  to  the  forms  and  the  source  of  such  means.  Consequently,  if  the 
mere  fact  of  there  being  difference  of  opinions  were  considered  sufficient  ground  for 
denying  the  existence  of  an  object,  how  could  the  Bauddha  establish  Ms  own  two 
means  of  cognition — vi&,  Sense-perception  and  Inference. 

I*  Colour,  &c.,  are  perceptible  by  the  senses;  and  yet  the  Bauddha  denies  their 
existence,  and  resolves  the  whole  external  world  into  mere  Idea;  and  hence  he  cannot 
reasonably  deny  the  perceptibility  of  an  object,  on  the  sole  ground  of  there  being  a 
difference  of  opinion  with  regard  to  it. 

1*  The  injunction  is  in  the  form—"  give  curd  to  the  Bra Timanas,  but  Takra  to  the 
Kaundinya,"  Here,  unless  we  accept  the  word  "  Srahmana ' '  to  denote  the  general 
clas*  Brdhmana  (which  includes  the  £aun<2mya}~- we  xsould  not  justify  the  exception, 
with  regard  to  Kaundinya. 


cognisant  of  any  shape  (though  we  are  cognisant  of  the    class   .'Air,*' 
'•Fire,'  &c.) 

17.  And  further,  with.  eacK  individual,  we  are  cognisant"  of  a  distinct 
shape  (and  thus  we  would  have  an  endless  series  of  shapes,  und  no'  idea, 
of  commonality) .     And  if  the  commonality  were  to  consist  in  the  conjunc- 
tion of  the  constituent  parties,  then  it  would  be  destroyed  on  a-  disruption 
df  these  (particles). 

18.  If  it  be  urged  tha't  we  could  hare  "  shape "  itself  as  (a  class) 
common  (to  all  shapes,  thus  avoiding  endlessness  and  explaining  the  idea  of 
commonality), — then  (we  reply  that)  this  (class  "  shape  ")  would  he  equally 
common  to  the  Horse,  the  Cow,  &c.     And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  are  not 
cognisant  of  any  such  class  as  the  "  shafle,"  apart  from  what  is  popularly 
known  as  the  class  "  Cow." 

19.  And  further,  though  we  recognise  a  sameness  of  shape  in  all 
similar  objects-  (f .i.  the  gavaya),  yet  we  never  have  any  idea  of  thd  class. 
"  Cow "  with  regard  to  these.     Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the 
Class  is -something  entirely  different  from  the  Shape. 

20.  In  the  mention  of  the  RucaJea,  <fcc.,  the  Bhishya  has  exempli- 
fied the  classes  "  MucaTca,"  and  the  rest.     (But  this  is  done  with  a  view 
to  show  that)    in   all  these  different  (shapes  of  gold)   we  recognise  a? 
common  class  "  Gold." 

21-23.     When  the  Vardhamanaka  being  broken  up,  ^Itucdka  is  made 
(out  of  the  same  gold),  then, the  person  who  desires  to  have  the  former 

n  "  And  tf,  $"c."— Shape  is  nothing  more  than  a  conglomeration  of  certain  particles ; 
and  coglomeration  as  a  whole  is  bound  to  disappear,  whenever  there  is  the  slightest 
disjunction  of  the  particles.  Consequently  any  commonality  based  upon  this  conglo- 
meration could  never  be  anything  permanent. 

18  The  Cow,  as  well  as  the  Horse,  has  shape ;  and  hence  if  all  the  notion  of  com- 
monality that  we  nave,  with  regard  to  all  individual  cows  (taken  together),  were  to 
consist  in  the  mere  fact  of  their  having  shape  j  then  inasmuch  as  this  commonality  would 
belong  to  the  Horse  also,  it  would  also  come  to  be  called  "  Cow."  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
even  the  notion  of  the  commonality  "  shapedness  "  (covering  all  individual  cows)  is  not 
possible  without  an  idea  of  the  class  "  Cow." 

*0  This  refers  to  the  Bhashya :  "  Rv^calcah  swastika  vardhamanalta  iti  hi  pratyak- 
sham  drW*ti"  This  passage  is  explained  with  a  view  to  prove  the  fact-  of  Glass  being 
perceptible  by  the  senses.  [*  Bucafca/  &c.,  being  the  names  of  different  kinds  of  golden 
ornaments].  If  the  Class  were  not  something  different  from  the  shape,  then,  how  could 
we  have  any  such  common  name  as  "  Gold/'  applying  to  objects  of  such  diverse  shapes 
as  the  Rucaka,  &c. 

ftl.S8  In  this  process  of  the  breaking  up  of  one, ornament,  and  the  making  of  another 
out  of , the  same  gold,  the  indifference  evinced  by  one  who  wants  mere  gold-,-  would  be 
possible  only  if  hie  could  perceive  a  certain  character  persisting  in  the  gold,  independ- 
ently of  its  three  states— of  destruction  of  one  shape,  the  continuance  as  a  mass,  and) 
the  remaking  of  it  into  another  shape.  And  the  only  common  character  that  can  ba 
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becomes  "sorry,"  while  one  desiring  the  latter  ornament  .likes  the  process; 
while  a  third  person  who  only  desires  gold  remains  indifferent,  unaffected. 
Therefore  the  object  (gold)  mnst  be  admitted  to  have  a  threefold  charac* 
ter.  Because  unless  the  object  partook  of  production,  continuance  and 
destruction,  there  could  not  be.  (with  regard  to  it)  the  three  notions  "(of 
like,  dislike  and  Indifference).  There  can  be  no  sorrow  (or  dislike)  with- 
out destruction  (of  the  object  desired) ;  and  there  can  be  no  'pleasure 
without  production  (or  appearance  of  the  object  desired)  ;  and  lastly, 
there  can  be  no  indifference  without  continuance  or  permanence  (of  the* 
desired  object) . .  For  these  reasons  there  must  be  a  permanence  of  the  Class: 

•  24.  In  the  -case  of  a  heap  of  Mudga,  Seasamum,  fyc.,  too,  where  we  are 
not  cognisant  of  any  difference  in  shape  among  the  individual  grains,  we 
have  an  idea  of  a  "single  commonality  (belonging  to  all  the  grains,  of  Seasa- 
mum,  f.i.),  which  is  distinctly  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  &c. 

25.  In  the  case  of  a  person  seen  at  a  distance,  we  have  (in  our  minds) 
a  doubt  as  to  his  belonging  to  the  Brahmana-class,  &c. ;  and  this  woald 
not  be  possible  if  the  Class  were  not  perceptible  to  the  senses. 

26-29,  The  specification  of  the  Class  is  brought  about  by  certain^ 
agencies,  in  "the  shape  of  the  peculiarities  of  colour,  <fec.,  and  those  of  Time, 
Place,  &c.  (For  instance)  Gold  is  assuredly  distinguished  from  .Copper 
by  its  colour;  Boiled  butter  is  distinguished  from  Oil  by  its  odour 
and  taste;  Fire  covered,  over  by  ash  is  distinguished  by  its  touch;. 
the  Hdrse  "at  a  distance  is  distinguished  (from  other  animals)  by  its 

found  to  persist  thus  is  the  commonality  "  Gold  j"  and  as  such  we  cannot  bufc  admit  the. 
class  "  gold"  to  he  eternal.  "  Therefore  the  object  must  le  admitted,"  Ac.  Because  we 
come  across  these  three  feelings,  therefore  we  mast  accept  the  object  gold  to  have  a 
threefold  character.  "  Permanence  of  the  Class  ** — It  is  only  .Because  we  have  an  object 
in  the  form  of  the  gold,  that  we  perceive  it  to  continue  during  all  the  three  states, 
through  which  the  mass  of  metal  has  passed  during  the  above  process.  And  because  it 
continues  thus,  in  all  the  three  states,  therefore  the  Class  must  be  admitted  to  be  some* 
thing  permanent  and  everlasting. 

W  This  fact  shows — (I)  that  the  Glass  ("  Brahmana,"  f.i.)  is  something  other  than 
the  individual,  because  even  though  the  individual  person  is  perceived  definitely,  yet 
there  is  a  doubt  as  to  the  class  to  which  he  belongs  ;  (2)  and  also  that  the  class  is  amen* 
able  to  Sense-perception  ;  inasmuch  as  we  find  that  when  the  person  has  come  near  us, 
we  have  a  definite  idea  of  the  Class  to  which  he  belongs. 

W.W  This  anticipates  the  following  objection :  "  If  the  Class  is  perceptible  by  the 
senses,  how  is  it  that  we  do  not  recognise  Brahmanahood  by  means  of  the  eye,  as 
quickly  as  we  do  the  fact  of  the  object  before  us  being  an  individual  man  ?  "  The  sense 
of  'the  feply  is  that  the  Class  depends,  for  its  due  specification,  upon  certain  agencies,' 
in  the  shape  of  certain  peculiarities  of  Colour,  Time,  Place,  &G.  "  And  sometimes,  8fc."~ 
In  a  place,  where  man's  conduct  is  rightly  regulated,  there  are  certain  actions  that  are 
performed  by  the  Brdhmana  alone*  This  would  serve  to  distinguish  the  Br.ahmana 
from  the  other  castes* 
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neighing;  the  Jar,  &c.,  are  distinguished  (from  one  another)  by  their 
shape  ;  the  (castes)  '  Brahmana,'  <fce.,  are  distinguished  hy  their  origin 
(birth  and  parentage  of  the  individual),  and  sometimes  also  by  actions 
(where  they  happen  to  be)  properly  regulated  by  the  King  (of  the 
realm). 

30-31.  The  fact  of  the  Glass  inhering  in  each  individual  being  thus 
perceived  (by  the  senses),  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  contradictory  (i.e.,  ten- 
reasonable),  And  even  though  such  is  the  case  (i.e.,  though  it  inheres  in 
every  individual),  it  cannot  be  held  to  be  many,  because  (with  regard  to  the 
Class)  the  idea  we  have  is  that  of  single  (commonality).  Nor  can  the 
singleness  of  the  form  (of  Class)  be  set  aside  by  a  difference  among  the 
individuals  to  which  the  Class  happens  to  be  related  (by  inherence). 
And  the  absence  of  omnipresence,  as  also  that  of  parts,  is  to  be  proved  in 
the  same  manner  as  (they  are  proved)  with  regard  to  sound* 

32.  Just  as  a  single  individual,  even  when  met  with  at  different 
times  (and  in  different  places),  is  recognised  to  be  the  same,  —  so,  in  the 
same  manner,  would  also  the  Class,  though  inhering  in    different  (in- 
dividual) substrates  (be  yet  recognised  to  be  one). 

33.  The  question—  whether  the  Class  belongs  to  the  individual  in  its 
entirety,  or  in  parts,  —  is  not  proper  with  reference  to  the  Class.    Because 
apart  from  the  individuals  themselves,  there  can  be  no  idea  either  of  cn- 
tirety  or  of  parts  (with  regard  to  the  Class,  which,  by  itself,  is  impartite)* 

34.  Therefore  (it  must  be  admitted  that)  we  are  cognisant  of  the 
mere  fact  that  the  Class  inheres  in  the  individuals.     And  there  being  no 
occasion  for  any  further  questions,  the  above  fact    (of  the  Class  inhering 
in  the  individuals)  rests  within  itself  (i.e.,  we  take  our  stand  upon  this 
well-ascertained  fact). 

35-36.    The  contact  in  parts,  which  we  perceive  in  the  case  of  the  gar- 


This  refers  to  the  following  objection:  "Does  the  Class  belong  to  each  of 
the  individuals,  in  its  entirety,  —  or  does  it  pervade  through,  all  of  them,  like  a  thread 
passing  through  all  the  beads  of  a  necklace  ?  The  former  alternative  cannot  hold  ; 
because  a  single  object  cannot  reside  in  its  entirety  t  in  more  than  one  place  ;  and  as  for 
the  second  alternative,  how  can  there  be  a  recognition  of  anything  pervading  over  all 
individuals,  of  the  past,  the  present,  and  the  future  ?  Consequently  no  idea  of  the 
class-  is  possible.*'  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  Class  inheres  in  its  entirety  in 
every  individual  ;  and  as  for  the  possibility  of  such  inherence,  in  as  much  as  we  actually 
perceive  it  to  be  so,  its  reality  cannot  be  gainsaid.  Nor  is  it  altogether  unreasonable  , 
as  it  is  quite  possible  for  a  single  object  to  be  similarly  related  to  a  number  of  objects  ; 
"  Omnipresence,  $rc."  —  A  Class  is  such  as  is  not  limited  in  space  ;  and  not  that  it  exists 
everywhere.  The  fact  of  Sound  being  without  parts  has  been  proved  under  *  Sphota  *  ; 
and  that  of  its  being  not  omnipresent  will  be  explained  in  the  chapter  on  '  (Jubfa  * 
later  on.  , 

Si.M  The  thread,  through  its  parts,  is  in  contact  with  every  one  of  tm 
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land  and  the  thread  (on  which  the  garland  is  strung),  and  the  contact  in 
entirety,  which  we  perceiye  between  animals  and  their  properties,  and 
between  the  voice  and  its  properties, — all  these  are  due  to  the  partite 
character  (of  the  thread)  and  the  non-extensiye  (limited)  character  of  ths 
properties  respectively.  And  inasmuch  as  both  these  characters  are 
wanting  in  the  Ola$f9  we  can  have  none  of  the  aforesaid  contacts  with 
reference  to  it. 

37»  There  is  no  hard  and  fast  rule  restricting  the  methods  of  relation 
to  two  only.  Because  the  three  methods  (explained  in  K.  20  el  teq),  just 
as  the  two  just  mentioned,  are  alse  possible,  on  account  of  their  being 
perceived  by  the  senses  (as  described  above). 

88.  If  it  bq  urged  that  "  the  threefold  relation  perceived  with  regard 
to  the  Class  is  not  perceived  anywhere  else  (and  hence  no  such  relation 
can  exist)," — (we  reply  that)  in  that  case,  the  same  would  be  the  case 
with  the  garland,  &c.;  because  there  is  no  equality  (or  similarity)  between 
those  two  (the  relation  of  the  string  with  the  beads  and  that  of  the  pro- 
perty with  the  animal),  nor  is  there  any  (equality)  of  these  with  the 
relation  borne  by  the  Class  to  the  individuals. 

39.  For,  the  heat  of  fire  does  not  cease  to  exist,  on  the  mere  ground 
of  its  not  being  perceived  elsewhere.     Not  is  the  relation  borne  by  the 
Class  to  the  individual  got  at  by  means  of  Inference,  so  as  to  stand  in 
need  of  a  corroborative  instance* 

40.  Thus  then,  a  relation  (the  one  borne  by  the  Class),  which,  in  its 
proper  form,  is  perceived  by  the  sense,  cannot  possibly  be  rejected  on  the 
ground  of  the  form  of  other  relations, — specially  when  we  are  not  cogni- 
sant of  any  (such)  peculiarity  in  the  former  (as  would  place  it  in  a  position 
of  weakness  in  comparison  to  the  latter). 

41.  And  again,  it  is  not  proper  to  reject  a  principal  element  (in  the 
shape  of  the  Class  and  its  methods  of  relationship),  on  the  mere  ground 

.part  of  the  thread  being  in  contact  with  one  bead,  and  so  on.  And  the  properties  of 
whiteness,  &c.,  of  the  animal,  reside  in  it,  in  their  entirety.  The  reason  for  the  former 
fact  lies  in  the  fact  of  the  thread  haying  so  many  parts ;  and  that  of  the  latter  lies  in 
the  fact  of  the  properties  not  being  omnipresent.  The  Class  on  the  other  hand,  is  omni_ 
present;  inasmuch  as  it  belongs  to  all  individuals  of  the  past,  the  present  and  the 
future;  and  &s  it  is  so  perceived,  it  cannot  be  said  to  inhere  in  its  entirety  in  each 
individual. 

**  Because  a  certain  property  is  not  perceived,  anywhere,  save  in  a  single  sub- 
strate,— that  cannot  be  a  reason  for  denying  its  existence  altogether.  For  instance, 
Warmth  is  found  in  fire  only ;  and  certainly  its  existence  cannot  be  denied.  "  Infer* 
ence." — It  has  been  shown  above  that  the  relation  borne  by  the-  Glass  is  perceived  by 
the  Senses. 

&  By  laying  strew  rapon  the  tWofoidnesa  of  relationships  yon  seek  to  prove  the 
absence  of  the  Class.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  method  is  subservient  to  the  Indi- 


of  the  inapplicability-  of  an  element  which  is  even  subordinate  to  its  subor- 
dinate. *  Because  (in  .so  rejecting  the  Class  on  the  ground  of  the  said  in* 
applicability)  you  would  be  rejecting  a  fact  of  Sense-perception  on  the 
ground  of  Inference. (an  absurdity), 

42.  Therefore  ifc  is  proper  to  reject  only  that  element  which  is  found 
to  "be  wholly  incompatible.     But  this  cannot  lead  to  the  rejection  of  some- 
thing else  which  is  quite  compatible  with  actual  facts, 

43.  Thus  tben  (the  cognition  of  Class  being  due  to  Sense-perception), 
the  Class,  all-pervading  as  it  is    described  to  be  by  the  Vai9§shikas, 
is  recognised  only  in  that  place  where  it  happens  to  be  manifested  by  tbe 
individual;  just  as  a  letter  (though  omnipresent,  is  cognised  only  when 
manifested  by  particular  utterances). 

44.  Therefore   (it  must  be  admitted  that)  the  idea  of  'cow/  with 
regard  to  the  individual  cows,  is  based  upon  tbe  .single  class  "Cow,"— 
because  in  the  idea  of  all  of  these  there  is  a  tinge  of  the  cow ;  and  because 
the  idea  of  all  these  (individuals)  is  of  one  and  the  same  form, — just  aa 
the  idea  of  a  single  individual  cow. 

45.  The  idea  of  the  'cow '  is  not  due  to  the  "  black  cow," — nor  is  ii 
based  upon  any  other  (particular  cow)  ;— because  that  idea  of  cow  is  pos- 

vicinal,  which,  in  its  turn,  is  subordinate  to  the  Class,  Hence  the  fact  of  the  inappli 
cabilifcy  of  the  two  methods  of  relationship  (accepted  by  yon)  cannot  lead  to  the  rejec- 
tion Qf  the.  Class.  "  Because,  £*«."— The  Class,  and  its  methods  of  relationship  are  al 
matters  of  Sense-perception ;  whereas  the  fact  of  the  absence  of  any  relationship  01 
the  ground  of  the  inapplicability  of  the  two  methods,  is  got  at  by  means  of  Infer 

ence. 

43  What  is  impossible  is  only  the  applicability  of  the  two  methods  of  relationship 
to  the  case  of  the  Class.  Therefore  we  must  reject  this  applicability.  But  this  doei 
not  necessitate  a  rejection  of  the  Class  itself. 

*3  Though  omnipresent,  the  Class— c Cow*  li»— is  not  perceived  everywhere 
because  that  which  manifests  it — the  Individual  Cow— exists  only  in  certain  places. 

4»*  Having  proved  the  existence  of  the  Class,  as  based  upon  Sense-perception,  th« 
author  proceeds  to  cite  certain  syllogistic  arguments.  The  minor  term  of  the  syllogism  i 
the  fact  of  the  idea  of  one  Individual  being  like' those  of  other  Individuals  ;  the  Majo 
term  is  the  fact  of  this  Idea  being  due  to  a  single  dass  ("Cow").  And  the  reason 
are  :— (1)  Because  the  ideas  of  all  these  are  tinged  by  the  form  of  the  "  Cow";  and  (2 
because  the  ideas  of  all  individual  Cows  are  of  one  and  the  same  form.  Example  :- 
That  Idea  which  is  tinged  by  the  shape  of  the  Cow,  is  always  of  one  and  the  aam 
form,  and  as  such,  must  be  based  upon  a  single  entity — e.gr.,  the  Idea  of  an  indivldm 
Cow* 

«  The  Idea  of  Cow  is  not  brought  about  by  a  particular  Cow— the  black  one  f  .i, 
because  the  said  Idea  is  present  Where  the  blackness  is  absent, — e.g.,  in  the  case  of  oth< 
kinds  of  cows.  Just  aa  the  notion  of  "  Earth"  cannot  be  said  to  be  due  to  the  notic 
of  the  Jar.  The  Kirika  mentions  two  conclusions  that  follow  from  the  same  premise 
The  first  is  what  has  been  explained  and  the  second  is  expressed  in  the  sentence* 
"Nor  is  it  based,  frc." 
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sible  also  in  a  placo  whore  there  ia  absence  of  that  particular  cow, — just  as 
the  idea  of  "  earth.15  with  regard  to  the  jar. 

46.  The  idea  of  'cow f  has  for  its  object  something  (i.e.,  the  class 
"  cow  ")  that  inheres  in  every  one  of  the  individuals, — because  with  regard 
to  every  individual  (cow)  there  is  an  idea  of  the  "  cow,"  which  is  com- 
plete in  itself, — just  as  the  idea  of  every  single  individual  cow  (taken 
one  by  one). 

47.  Though    inhering   in   each  one  of   the  individuals,  the   Class 
is  <we, — because  (with  regard  to  it,   there  is   a  single  idea  of  the  class 
"Cow"), — just  as  in  the  case  of  negative  expressions  (like  "non-Brah- 
mana,"  &c,),  there  is  negation  of  the  Brahmana,  &c. 

48.  The  idea  of  the  "  cow  "  is  not  based  upon  similarity  (among  the 
individual  cows), — because,  being  valid  (i.e.,  correct)  it  is^ brought  about 
by  identity,— just  as    the  recognition  of  a    certain  individual  object  (aa 
being  the  same  that  was  seen  before). 

49.  And  certainly,  it  cannot  be  argued  that  with  regard  to  the  class 
"  Cow  "  any  snch  single  idea  (as  serves  to  embrace  all  the  individuals  in 
a  single  notion)   is  false.     Because  in  this  (recognition  of  a  single  idea) 
there  is  no  discrepancy  in  the  means  (by  which  we  recognise  the  single 

*3  The  idea  of  the  Individual  Cow  resides  in  ita  entirety  in  that  Tndividnalj  and 
na  such  is  held  to  have  for  its  object,  tho  objective  'Cow.*  In  the  same  manner,  the 
notion  of  "Cow"  has  for  its  object  something  that  is  commonly  inherent  among  all 
individual  cowaj  and  this  can  only  be  the  OZaw  "Cow." 

*T  That  with  regard  to  which  there  is  a  single  idea  must  bo  one ;  even  if  inher- 
ing in  many  individuals.  For  instance,  tho  negative  word  "  Xon- Brahmana"  applies  in 
its  entirety  to  many  individuals — vi* :  the  Kshatriya,  the  Vai<*ya,  &c. ;  and  yet  the  negation 
of  Brahmanhood  must  be  accepted  to  be  one  only;  and  this  because,  with  regard  to 
all  cases  of  the  absence  of  Brdhmanhood  we  have  a  single  Idea, — that  of  non-Brdhmanhood. 
Consequently,  even  the  multiplicity  of  substrates  does  not  lead  to  any  multiplicity  of 
the  Idea  itself.  So  also  in  the  caae  of  Class  ;  though  it  inheres  in  every  one  of  £he  Indi- 
viduals constituting  it,  it  must  be  accepted  to  be  one,  and  owe  only, 

*8  The  idea  of  the  Cow  is  baaed  upon  a  recognition  of  the  fact  of  the  Clan*  "  cow  " 
inhering  in  one  Individual  being  identically  the  same  as  that  which  is  found  to  inhere 
in  another  Individual  Cow.  And  such  an  Idea  could  not  be  based  upon  similarity,  which 
differs  with  every  two  Individuals.  In  fact,  inst  aa  a  certain  Individual — Rima,  fa., — 
having  been  once  seen,  comes  to  be  recognised  again,  as  being  the  same  person  j 
so  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  the  Class  "  cow, "  when  we  have  once  recog- 
nised it  as  inhering  in  the  Black  Cow,  if  we  happen  to  see  subsequently  a  Red  Cow, 
we  at  once  conclude  that  the  Class  inhering  in  this  latter  is  exactly  the  same  as  that 
which  inhered  in.  the  Rlack  Cow.  And  so  on,  we  come  to  have  a  general  Idea  of  the 
Class  "  Cow,"  apart  from  the  Individual  Cows. 

w  An  Idea  that  has  once  been  cognised  can  be  rejected  as  false,  only — (I)  if  at 

some  future  time  we  come  across  a  certain  flaw  in  the  means  by  which  we  got  at  tho  Idea ; 

or  (2)   if    subsequently  stronger  convictions  to  the  contrary  present  themselves,  so 

strongly  as  to  contradict,  and,  by  its  superior  validity,  set  aside,  the  former  Idea*    In  the 
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Idea);  nor  is  there  any  stronger  conviction,  to  the  contrary,  that 
reject  it. 

50.  0bj* :  "  In  a  place,  where  the  fact  of  the  Class  heiflg  something 
other  (than  the  Individual)  hasheen  proved  on  the  ground  of  the  cogni- 
sahility  of  the*  Class  apart  from  the  Individual, — the  instances  of  the 
'*  forest,*  A<*o  are  hronght  forward,  in  order  to  show  the  non- absolute  (i.e., 
doubtful)  character  of  the  argument  j — and  as  such  how  can-  irrelevancy 
be  urged  against  this  (citing  of  *  forest/  &c.)  ?  "  ' 

51.  If  we  were  to  btitig  forward  the  fact  (of  the  perception  of  Class 
apaTt  from  the  individuals)  as  an  argument  to  prove  (our  position)^  then 
it  would  he  quite  proper  to  urge  the  non-universality  (of  our  premises). 
But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  bring  forward  (the  aforesaid  fact  of  Sense- 
perception)  only  as  an  objection  (against  those  who  deny  the  existence  of 
the  Class  altogether) ;  and  (it  is  with  regard  to  the  citing  of  '  forest, '  4c;, 
against  this  objection,  -which  is  not  an  argument,  that)  "  irrelevancy  "  has 
been  mentioned  (in  the  Bhashya). 

case  of  the  Idea  of  the  Class  "Cow  "  however,  we  have  none  of  these  two  contingencies  j 
'and  hence  the  idea  cannot  be  rejected  as  false. 

W  Says  the  Bh&hya:  "  asatyapyar thdntare  evanjatlyalkelkavatipratyayah,  panfctiryit. 
t\dm  wnaniiti  yatha  iti  cH  azambaddham  vacanatn,  &c.,  &o."  And  the  objector  in  the 
KSrika  shows  that  the  citing  of  the  instance  of  the  Forest,  &o.,  is  not  "  asambaddha," 
inasmuch  aa  it  strikes  at  the  very  universality  of  the  premiss  hronght  forward  by  the 
BMshya  to  prove  the  fact  of  Class  being  something  different  from  the  Individual. 
•Because  the  Forest  is  also  recognised  as  something  different  from  each  Individual  Tree 
in  it,  and  yet  a*  a  matter  of  fact  the  Forest  is  nothing  apart  from  these  trees j  there- 
fore the  mere  fact  of  the  Class  being  recognised  apart  from  the  Individuals  constitut- 
ing it  Is  not  enough  reason  for  holding  the  Class  to  be  something  different  from  the 
Individuals. 

>1  The  fact  of  the  Glass  being  something  different  from  the  Individual  is  perceived 
*by  the  senses  ;  and  as  such,  for  proving  this  we  stand  in  need  of  no  arguments.  The 
fact  is  that  the  adversary  having  denied  the  existence  of  the  Class  apart  from  the  Indivi- 
duals, we  present  before  him  the  fact  of  the  Class  being  actually  perceived  by  the 
senses  to  be  something  different  from  its  constituent  Individuals.  And  as  this  is  no 
inferential  reasoning  that  we  bring  forward,  it  is  not  right  that  you  should  seek  to  set 
it  aside  by  citing  an  argument,  based  upon  the  instance  of  the  'forest.  Specially  aa 
Sense-perception,  depends,  for  its  validity,  only  up'in  a  correct  functioning  of  the  senses, 
and  not  upon  any  non-contradiction,  <&c.  Consequently  to  bring  forward  a  solitary 
instance  of  the  Forest — even  granting  the  validity  of  your  reasoning  with  regard  to 
this»-*would  never  serve  to  invalidate  a  fact  of  direct  Sense-perception.  All  that  your 
instance  can  do  is  to  show  that  such  is  not  the  fact  in  every  case.  Bat  any  such 
exceptional  instance  cannot  affect  any  particular  case  of  tbe  Class  which  is  directly  per* 
oeived  by  the  senses*  and  as  such,  can  never  be  set  aside,  except  when  we  cognise, 
by  means  of  the  8«n«es,  the  fact  that  the  class  is  not  perceived  apart  /row  the  Individuals, 
And  so  lone:  -as  this  is  not  cognised*  no  attxttmt  cf  instances  can  .shake  the  validity,  of  .A 
faotiounued  upon  direct  Sense-perception, 
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52;,  By  this  (mention  of  the  f aet  of  the  Glass  being  perceived  to  be 
apart  from  the  individuals)  we  only  meant  to  show  that  the  arguments, 
bronght  forward  to  prove  the  non-existence  (of  Class  apart  from  the 
Individuals),  is  contradicted  by  a  fact  of  direct  Sense-perception.  The 
argument  brought  forward  by  the  adversary  (with  a  view  to  prove  the 
saicl  non-existence  of  the  Class,  &c.)»  has  already  been  shown  above  (in 
Karika  11). 

53.  Nor  can  the*  falsity  of  the  above  fact  of  Sense-perception  be 
urged  on  the  mere  ground  of  the  falsity  of  a  like  perception  with  regard 
to  the  forest*    Because  the  falsity  of  one  (Sense-perception)  cannot  lead 
to  the  falsity  of  all  (facts  of  Sense-perception).     And  hence  the  citing 
of  *  forest,'  <fcc.,  cannot  but  be  declared  irrelevant. 

54.  Just  as  by  the  falsity  of  the  cognition  of  the  forest,  &c.  (aas  some- 
thing apart  from  the  trees),   the  cognitions   of  taste,  <fcc.|  do  not  become 
false  tavte,  <fce.,-r-so  would  the  cognition  of  Class  too  (as  something  apart 
from  the  individuals)  (not  be  rendered  false,  by  the  falsity,  of  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  'forest).    Or  else,  you  must  mention  some  peculiarity   (with 
regard  to  the  cognition  of    Glass)   (that  would  differentiate  it  from  the 
case  of  tastet  <fccn  and  thereby  save  your  position). 

55.  The  idea  of  singleness,  with  regard  to  a  forest  as  cognised  apart 
from  the  trees,  may  be  a  mistaken  one,  because  of   a  discrepancy,  in  the 
shape  of  remoteness  (of  the  forest,  from  the  person  perceiving  it  'from 
a  distance)*    In  the  case  of  the  Class,  however,  there  is  no  such  discre- 
pancy (and  hence  it  cannot  be  false). 

56.  (In  the  case  pf  the  cognition  of  the  forest  as  one),  when  one  gets 

*>*  This  refers  to  the  following  objection  :  "Even  if  such  be  the  caaejthe  instance 
of  forest,  &c.,  may  be  accepted  as  invalidating  the  fact  of  Sense-perception,  urged  by 
the  Mimansaka,  and  as  such  there  would  be  no  irrelevancy  in  the  matter,"  The  sense 
of  the  reply  is  that  becanae  the  perception  of  the  forest,  as  something  apart  from  the 
trees,  is  false — that  cannot  be  any  reason  for  denying  the  truth  of  other  facts  of  Sense- 
perception,  so  even  thns  the  irrelevancy  remains  just  as  before. 

M  "  Peculiarity  " — no  such  is  possible. 

65  A  cognition  can  be  accepted  to  be  a  mistaken  one,  only  when  there  happens  to 
be  some  discrepancy  in  the  means  of  tliat  cognition.  In  the  case  of  the  person,  who 
(himself  at  a  remote  distance  from  the  forest)  makes  the  assertion  that  the  forest  is 
something  apart  from  trees  in  it, — we  may  consider  this  to  be  a  mistaken  notion,  because 
of:  the  remoteness  of  the  forest,  which  is  a  great  discrepancy  in  the  process  of  Sense- 
perception  ;  and  there  is  every  chance  of  such  sensuous  perception  being  mistaken, 
In  the  case  of  the  cognition  of  the  Class  however,. we  hav:  no  such  discrepancy,  and 
as  such  it  cannot  but  be  accepted  as  correct. 

W  Another  reason  for  rejecting  a  fact  of  Sense-perception  as  false  lies  in  the  fact 
of  its  being  such  as  is  subsequently  set  aside  by  another  conviction  got  by  &  more 
authoritative  means.  The  said  Idea  of  the  Forest  may  be  so  rejectable j  but  that  of  tim 
Clacm  is  never  found  to  be, rejected* 
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near  the  trees,  the  singleness,  of  the  idea  (ol  the  forest)  with  regard  to 
them,  ceases;  whereas,  by  no  means  whatever,  is  the  idea  of  Class  (being 
an  entity  apart  from  the  Individuals)  ever  found  to  be  set  aside. 

57-58.  The  idea  of  the  singleness  (of  the  forest  as  apart  from  the 
trees), — (based  only  upon  perception),  as  considered  independently  of  (the 
denotation  ol)  the  word  (*'  Vana"), — has  been  rejected  (on  the  ground  of 
the  remoteness  of  the  observer,  who  could  not  be  expected  to  see  things 
rightly  from  a  distance).  And  as  for  the  Idea  of  singleness  (of  the  forest) 
based  upon  (the  fact  of  the  forest  being  the  only  object  denoted  by)  the 
word  "  Forest,"— -this  (Idea)  may  also  occur  to  one  who  is  in  the  middle  of 
the  forest  (and  not  at  a  distance).  But  even  this  Idea  may  be  taken  to  be 
false,  because  of  the  impossibility  of  its  being  amenable  to  (any  means  of 
right  notion)  Sense-perception  and  the  rest.  As  for  the  Class,  it  is  always 
in  the  same  character  (of  singleness,  apart  from  the  Individuals)  that  it  is 
cognised  by  all  the  means  of  right  notion  (and  as  such,  the  idea  of  its 
singleness,  <&o.,  can  never  be  set  aside). 

59.  As  a  rule,  a  word  is  always  used  with  reference  to  an  object 
which  has  been  cognised  by  other  means  of  right  notion.     Consequently 
whenever  it  happens  to  be  used,  with  regard  to  an  object  not  (otherwise)  per- 
ceived,—as  in  the  case  of  the  "  forest," — it  must  lead  to  mistaken  (notion). 

60.  (I.)  Some  people  hold  that  the  singleness  of  the  forest  is  always 
cognisable  by  the  word  alone ;  and,  as  such,  it  would  always  be  true,  even 
though  there  were  no  support  from  other  (means  of  right  notion) ;  just  as 
tie  (cognition  of)  taste  is  true,  though  it  is  not  supported  by  the  ear, 
or  any  other  means  of  right  notion,  save  the  tongue. 

61.  Falsity,  caused  by  the  non- support  (non -cooperation  of   other 
means  of  right  notion),  could  apply  (to  the  case  of  the  Idea  of  the  singleness 
of  the  forest  as  signified  by  the  word)  only  if  it  were  not  cognised.    When 
however,  it  has  once  been  duly  cognised,  the  mere  absence  of  extraneous 
corroboration  cannot  in  any  way  affect  its  validity. 

62.  That  the  word  can  apply  only  to  such  objects  as  are  amenable  to 
other  means  of  right  notion,  is  not  accepted  as  a  rule  applying  to  all  words, 

»  If  the  notion  of  singleness  were  only  based  npon  the  word  "  Fana,"  then  alone, 
being  purely .verbal,  it  could  not  but  be  false. 

W  The  author  now  proceeds  to  explain  the  various  views  taken  of  the  above  ques- 
tion. Some  people  hold  that  the  idea  of  the  singleness  of  the  forest  is  got  at  by  means 
of  the  word,  and  is  trne ;  and  as  such  the  case  of  this  cannot  serve  to  invalidate  the 
notion  of  the  singleness  of  Class.  It  is  only  the  word  that  is  the  means  of  cognising 
the  singleness  of  the  Forest;  and  as  such  this  idea  of  singleness  would  be  false,  only 
so  long  as  the  word  has  not  duly  signified  it.  When  however  the  idea  has  been  once 
signified,  it  stands  in  need  of  no  other  support. 

«*  This  rule  cannot  affect  all  words;  because  there  are  certain  things— J 
above  all  the  rest— that  are  cognisable  by  word,  and  word  alone. 
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63*  (II.)  In  fact,  however  (in  the  case  of  the  Idea  of  the  singleness 
of  the  forest)  we  have  the  support  (of  other  means  of  right  notion),  in- 
asmuch as  the  forest  is  only  the  n^ny  trees  (considered  together) ;  and 
these  trees  surely  are  cognised  oy  other  means  of  right  notion  (Sense- 
perception,  li.) ;  and  as  for  the  number  (singularity  in  "  Vanam"),  this 
too  is  found  fco  be  cognised  (by  other  means  of  right  notion)  in  other 
objects  (the  jar,  f.i.) 

64.  If  it  be  urged  that  the  many  (trees)  cannot  be  denoted  by  a 
single  word  "  (Forest"), — (we  reply  that)  we  could  have  such  denotation, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  SkapBsha  compound.    And  if  it  be  said  that  in  the 
case  of  the  ekagVsha  the  number  is  changed  (into  the  plural), — then  (we 
reply  that)  we  may  leave  off  this  factor  (of  the  change  of  number)  (and 
yet  the  fact  of  the  denotation  of  the  many  by  a  single  word  remains 
common  both  to  the  elcapSsha  in  '  ghatah '  and  the  word  **  Vanam  "  as  signi- 
fying the  many  trees). 

65.  Thus  then  we  find  that  the  compatibility  of  singularity  (with  the 
many  trees)  can  be  established  by  means  of  a  universal  affirmative  premiss. 
And  thereby  we  could  have  the  number  (singularity,  applying  to  the  trees 
as  constituting  the  forest),   even  though  it  is  not  cognised  by  any  other 
means  of  right  notion ; — just  as  we  do  admit  of  the  movement  of  the  sun 
(which  is  not  cognisable   by   any  other   means   of  right  notion,  but  is 
established  only  by  means  of  Inference). 

66.  Some  people  explain  the  word  "  Vanam "  as  denoting  the  com- 
monality or  class  of  "  many  "  (i,e.,  Bdhutwa  =  multitudinousness)  as  located 
in  (i.e.,  belonging  to)  the  tree.    And  certainly  the  class  "  multitudinous- 

W  In  the  ikaqefha  compound,  many  jars  are  signified  by  the  single  word  "  ghatSh" 
The  second  objection  means  that  the  eTcagesha  in  *  ghatah9  is  Plural,  whereas  *  Vanam9 
is  Singular,  and  as  such  could  not  denote  many  trees.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that 
though  the  word  "  Vanam  '*  will  differ  from  the  eltatffha  in  the  point  of  its  number, 
yet  the  fact  of  one  word  signifying  many  individuals  remains  the  same  in  both  cases ; 
and  it  is  this  alone  that  we  seek  to  establish. 

**  As  a  matter  of  fact,  singularity  belongs  to  the  trees  themselves*  Since  the  name 
*  Vanam*  applies  to  many  trees,  and  the  relation  of  singularity  (in  *  Vanam1)  with  the 
many  cannot  be  cognised  by  any  other  means  of  right  notion, — therefore  we  must  have 
recourse  to  a  universal  affirmative  premiss,  whereby  we  could  establish  the  compati- 
bility of  the  denotation  of  the  noun  («  Vana  "  denoting  the  many  trees)  with  the 
denotation  of  the  affix  (the  Accusative  Singular).  This  premiss  is  that  "  the  affix  that 
is  found  joined  to  a  noun  connects  its  own  denotation  with  the  object  denoted  by  the 
noun."  From  this  premiss,  we  conclude  that  there  is  a  relation  between  the  objects 
denoted  by  the  word  "  Vana"  (i.e.>  the  many  trees)  and  the  singularity  denoted  by  the 
singular  Accusative  affix  in  "  Vanam" 

M  Finding  that  no  amount  of  Inference  can  lead  to  the  compatibility  of  singularity 
with  many  trees, — because  this  would  mean  the  accepting  of  Inference  in  the  face  of  its 
opposition  to  a  fact  of  Sense-perception,— the  Karika  throws  out  another  suggestion. 
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ness  "  is  only  one  (and  as  such*  the  singular  number  in  "  Vanam19  becomes 
quite  compatible  "with,  the  denotation  of  many  trees).  0V  (we  may  accept 
the  View  that)  the  class  "  Forest "  resides  in  the  trees  (and  thus  too  the 
singular  in  *'  Vanam  "'  becomes  compatible,  as  the  class  "  Forest "  is  only 
one). 

67*  Even  in  the  absence  of  any  such  single  object  that  could  be  the 
substrate  (of  the  denotation  of  the  word  "  Vana "),  (such  denotation  is 
possible),— just  as  (though)  the  whole  (has  no  one  substrate  apart  from 
the  parts  constituting  it,  yet  it  is  accepted)*to  be  one,  and  so  forth.  And  as, 
for  the  fact  of  the  manifestation  (of  the  single  forest)  by  means  of  the 
many  trees,  not  in  contact  with  one  another  (like  the  parts  of  a  wTiole}^ — 
since  such  manifestation  is  perceived  by  the  eyes  (as  really  existing  in 
the  case  of  the  single  forest  and  the  many  trees),  therefore  it  cannot  be  said 
to  be  incongruous* 

68-6$.  The  word  "  Vana "  may  be  the  common  (generic)  name  of 
denotation  residing  elsewhere  (i.e.,  in  the  individuals) :  Just  as  we  find  the 
name  "wandering  about"  applying  to  the  momentarily  changing  parti* 
cular  movements, — so  in  the  same  manner,  is  distinctly  cognised  the  Class 
"  Forest,1*  even  though  its  substrates  are  many  and  diverse. 

69-70.  (III.)  Or  again,  the  "  Forest"  may  be  accepted  as  one,  on  the 
ground  of  (all  the  trees  conjointly)  bringing  about  a  single  effect  (in  the 
shape  of  the  denotation  of  the  forest), — just  as  the  word  u  Gauh"  though 
made  up  of  several  letters,  Qa  and  the  rest,  is  yet  accepted  as  being  (in 

*?  JnBfc  as  the  whole  has  no  substratum  apart  from  its  parts,  so  the  word  "  forest " 
lias  410  substrate  apart  from  the  trees  contained  in  it.  The  two  cases  being  identical, 
we  cannot  rightly  deny  the  one  while  admitting  the  other.  " Incongruous" — Thongh 
'the  manifestation  of  the  single  forest  by  the  many  trees,  or  vice  versa,  is  a  faot  self- 
contradictory  in  itself, — yet  inasmuch  as  such  manifestation  is  cognised  by  Sense- 
experience  .to  have  a  real  existence,  it  cannot  bat  be  admitted  to  be  true. 

93.69  The  movements  that  are  always  disappearing  are  also  included  in  a  generic 
term ;  nnd  as  for  "  forest,"  though  the  individual  trees,  the  substrates  of  the  generic 
notion  of  the  Forest^  are  many  and  various,  yet,  we  cannot  deny  the  correctness  of  the 
generic  notion* 

W.10  Though  the  letters,  making  up  the  word  "  Gauh,"  are  many,  yec,  inas- 
much as  all  these  letters  conjointly  bring  about  the  only  effect,  in  the  shape  of  the  signi- 
fication of  the  object  Cow,  the  word  is  admitted  to  be  one  only.  Similarly,  in  the  case 
of  the  Forest,  though  it  consists  of  many  trees,  yet  inasmuch  as  all  these  trees  con- 
jointly bring  about  the  single  effect,  in  the  shape  of  the  manifestation  of  the  Forest,  the 
collection  of  these  trees  is  accepted  as  one  composite  whole.  Those  trees  that  are 
always  found  to  exist  singly  by  themselves  cannot  have  any .  single  joint  action  j  in 
fact,  they  are  the  causes  of  so  many  diverse  ideas  (of  various  trees)  ;  and  consequently 
these  cannot  be  held  to  be  included  in  the  denotation  of  the  single  word  *'  Forest." 
And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  when  trees  are  at  great  distances  from  one  another,  they  are 
never  called  "  Forest.*' 
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the  form  made  up  of  these  letters  taken  conjointly)  one  word  '(denoting 
the  cow)..  And  as  for  those  trees  that  are  always  known  to  exist  singly  by 
themselves  (apart  from  other  trees),  the  word  "  Porest "  is  not  meant  to 
apply  to  these. 

70-71.  (IT.)  Or,  in  the  case  of  such  terms  as  «  Series,"  "  Group,*' 
"ITorest,"  <fec\, — even  in  the  absence  of  the  singleness, of  the  objects  (denot- 
ed by  these),~we  may  explain  the  notion  of  singleness  as  being  indirectly 
indicated,  through  the  peculiarities  o'f  place,  time  and  action,  Ac. 

71-73.  We  have  the  idea  , of  "  Forest"  with  xeferehce  to  a  collection 
of  trees; — but  "we  could  not  :hold  the  idea  of  the  class  "Cow"  to  belong 
to  a  collection  of  cows.  Because  the  idea  of  the  class  "Cow"  is  similar 
to  that  of  the  "  tree "  (inasmuch  as  just  as  to  each  of  the  individual 
trees  belongs  the  character  of  "  tree,"  so  to  each  individual  cow  belongs 
the  idea  of  the  class  "Cow1').  Nor  can  we  assume  (the  idea  of  :the  Class 
"Cow"  to  belong  to)  a  collection  (of  individual  cows)  ;  because  that  idea 
of  the  class  a  Cow  "  does  not  resemble  that  of  the  'forest *  in  the  point  of 
the  non-cognition  of  this  latter  apart  (from  the  trees  constituting  it). 

73-74.  Nor  can  a  conglomeration  of  the  dewlap,  &c.,  be  the  subs- 
trate of  the  idea  of  tLe  Class  ("Cow");  because  the  operation  of  these 
(dewlap,  <fcc.),  ceases  with  the  bringing  about  of  the  cognition  of  the 
individual  (cow) ;  whereas  the  idea  of  the  class  "  Cow"  rests  in  the  com- 
monality of  (i.e.,  the  entity  common  to)  these  (individuals).  Then, 
even  if  yourdeny  a  corporate  whole  (apart  from  the  constituent  particles,— 
as  held  by  the  Bauddha),  the  Class  still  remains  (untouched). 

75-76.  By  means  of  the  arguments  explained  before"  (in  support  of 
the  existence  of  Glass  apart  frotn  the  Individuals),  we  could  also  prove 

10.11  Inasmuch  as  the  trees  conjointly  exist  in  one  place,  or  at  the  same  time, 
or  have  the  same  joint  action, — these  special  features  indirectly  point  to  the  notion  of 
singularity  with  regard  to  the  "Forest,"  even  though  the  objects  denoted  by  the 
word — viz.,  the  trees — are  many  and  diverse. 

IMS  «  Does  not  resemble,  <^c."— The  forest  is  not  perceptible,  apart  from  the  trees, 
whereas  we  are  cognisant  of  the  Class  "  Cow,"  even  apart  from  any  individual  cow 
that  may  come  into  our  .view. 

1?,14  The  conglomeration  of  the  JDewlap,  &c.,  is  only  capable  of  bringing  abont  a 
cognition  of  the  individual  cow;  whereas  the  idea  of  the  Class  'Cow'  extends  over  all 
individual  cows,  which  are,  on  this  very  account,  considered  as  belonging  to  one  and 
the  same  class.  "  Therefore  even,  $TC." — The  Bauddha  holds  that  the  Whole  is  nothing 
apart  from  the  constituent  particles;  .i.e.,  the  Jar  is  nothing  more  than  a  conglomeration 
of  atoms.  But  we  have  shown  above  that  the  Class  is  something  quite  different  from 
a  conglomeration  of  parts.  Therefore  the  denial  of  the  whole  does  not  affect  the  exist- 
ence of  the  Class. 

li«l«  Yfe.  admit  of  the  Class*  simply  on  account  of  the  fact  of  the  cognition  of  a 
certain  single  co/itffunaJtfy., extending .  over  many  Individuals.  In  the  same  manner, 
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the  existence  of  the  ivhole  also.  Bat  between  this  (Whole)  and  its 
constituent  parts,  there  could  be  no  absolute  difference ;  inasmuch  as,  like 
the  Class  from  the  Individuals,  this  Whole  also  is  never  .cognised  as 
wholly  apart  (from  its  constituent  parts). 

76-77.  Both  difference  and  non-difference  (of  the  Whole  from  the 
Parts)  have  been  affirmed  and  denied  by  some  people.  But  between  the 
two  sets  of  arguments  it  has  never  been  ascertained  which  is  the  stronger 
and  which  the  weaker;  therefore  it  is  best  to  take  the  middle  course  (i.e.) 
admit  of  both  difference  and  non- difference,  partially). 

78.  Thus  then,  both  difference  and  non-difference  being  affirmed  as 
well  as  denied  (with  equally  strong  arguments),  it  must  be  admitted  that 
(both  these  characters  apply  to  the  Whole,  which  thus  becomes  of  a  varie- 
gated character),  like  a  multi-coloured  object ;  and  as  such  it  is  iucorrecfc 
to  assert  that  it  has  only  one  character  (f.i.  colour,  in  the  case  of  the 
object). 

79-80.  This  fact  of  the  non-absolute  character  of  an  object,  does  not 
render  our  cognition  of  it  doutbtful  (or  invalid).  Because  it  is  only  where 
the  cognition  itself  is  doubtful,  that  we  can  have  its  invalidity.  In  the 
present  case  however,  oiir  cognition  is  perfectly  certain,  viz.9  that  the 
object  is  of  non-absolute  (or  doubtful)  character  (and  as  such,  the  validity  of 
this  cognition  cannot  be  doubted). 

80-81.  The  fact  of  the  non-cognition  of  the  Whole,  when  the  parts 
have  been  mentally  abstracted,  is  also  possible  for  the  Aulukya  (who  holds 
the  difference — theory),  on  account  of  the  destruction  (of  the  Whole)  also 
being  in  the  mind  (of  the  person  who  abstracts  the  parts). 

inasmuch  as  we  have  notions  of  singleness — with  regard  to  a  jar,  f.i.,  even  though  it  is 
made  up  of  many  constituent  atoms, — we  must  admit  of  the  existence  of  one  corporate 
whole,  as  something  different  (though  not  absolutely)  from  the  constituent  parts, 

16,17  "But  "between,  #*c." — The  arguments  on  both  sides  are  equally  weak  and 
equally  strong. 

19-80  The  doubtful  character  of  the  object  does  not  in  any  -way  invalidate  our 
cognition  of  it.  It  is  only  where  the  cognition  itself  is  doubtful— as  in  the  case  of  the 
doubt  as  to  whether  a  certain  object  before  us  is  a  mau  or  a  post — that,  there  being 
no  fixed  cognition,  there  can  be  HO  validity  to  it.  In  the  casp  in  question  however,  we 
have  a  definite  cognition,  not  doubtful  in  the  least,  of  the  duplicate  character  of  the 
object;  and  hence  the  cognition  cannot  be  said  to  be  doubtful  or  invalid. 

80.81  The  upholders  of  the  "  non-difference"  theory  urge  as  follows  :  "  When  we  men- 
tally abstract  the  constituent  atoms,  one  by  one,  from  any  object,  we  find  that  eventually 
nothing  is  left  behind  ;  and  hence  we  cannot  think  of  any  whole  apart  from  the  parts." 
The  sense  of  the  Kdrticd  is  that  this  argument  is  not  by  any  means  exclusive ;  because 
even  one  who  holds  the  whole  to  be  distinct  from  the  parts,  admits  the  u-hole  to  be  only 
an  entity,  due  to  an  agglomeration  of  patts ;  and  consequently,  when  the  parts  have  been 
mentally  abstracted,  the  agglomeration  of  thesa  also  ceases  (mentally) ;  and  thus 
there  being  a  mental  destruction  of  the  object  itself,  it  could  not  be  cognised  (after 
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81-82.  The  relation  that  the  whole  bears  to  the  parts  is  recognised 
to  be  such  as  simultaneously  extends  over  (all  the  parts) ;  and  hence  the 
questions — whether  the  whole  is  related  to  each  part  in  its  entirety,  <fcc., 
&c. — with  regard  to  this,  are  to  be  rejected,  just  as  they  have  been  with 
regard  to  the  Glass. 

82-83.  If  the  idea  of  the  Class  "  Cow "  were  due  to  (that  of)  the 
conglomeration  of  the  various  parts,  dewlap  and  the  rest, — then  we  could 
not  have  the  notion  of  the  Class  "  Cow "  ( which  we  may  have  cognised 
with  regard  to  one  cow)  with  regard  io  an  individual  cow  ( other  than  the 
one  with  reference  to  which  the  bovine  character  has  been  cognised) ; 
because  the  dewlap,  &c.,  belonging  to  oae  individual  cow  are  entirely 
different  from  those  belonging  to  the  other  (and  as  such  the  idea  of  one 
could  not  apply  to  the  other). 

83-84.  Nor  is  any  commonality  of  the  parts  acceptable  to  the  ad- 
versary (the  Bauddha,  who  denies  all  positive  commonality).  Therefore 
it  must  be  admitted  that  the  idea  of  the  class  "Cow"  is  brought  about 
by  something  other  than  the  dewlap,  &c. 

84-85.  The  idea  of  u  forest "  that  we  have — with  reference  to  a 
forest  other  (than  the  one  that  has  been  once  perceived  to  be  a  collection 
of  trees  and  so  forth), — is  said  to  have  for  its  object  the  class  "  tree  "  with 
many  substrates  (in  the  shape  of  the  many  trees  making  up  the  forest), 

85-86.  Just  as,  even  though  the  Class  by  itself  is  one,  yet  it  has 
multiplicity,  in  view  of  the  individuals  (included  therein), — so  too,  though 
the  individuals  are  many,  yet  they  may  be  considered  as  onet  in  view  of 
the  Class  (to  which  they  belong), 

the  parts  have  been  taken  away).  In  the  absence  of  the  parts  themselves,  we  cannot 
be  cognisant  of  any  conglomeration  of  them. 

81.82  "Rejected" — because  there  is  no  occasion  for  such  questions.  (See  above  * 
"  na  hi  bhedavinirmuJcte  kartsnyabhaga-vilcalpanam). 

82.88  Any  idea — of  the  bovine  character,  f.L — bronght  about  by  the  Dewlap 
seen  in  one  cow,  cannot  be  the  same  as  that  which  is  brought  about  by  the  same  thing 
seen  in  another  cow.  And  thus  we  would  have  to  postulate  as  many  bovine  characters 
as  there  are  individual  cows. 

88-84  This  strikes  at  the  theory  that  the  notion  of  the  Class  "  Cow  H  could  pertain 
to  all  the  cows,  only  if  we  had  a  class  in  the  shape  of  the  parts  of  the  cow  5— i.e.,  the 
class  "  dewlap f*  would  include  the  dewlaps  of  all  cows,  and  so  on.  But  inasmuch 
as  the  Bauddha  denies  all  positive  Class,  even  this  refuge  is  barred  against  him. 

8*.8&  The  idea  of  the  Forest  has  been  analysed  above  into  that  of  the  Class  "  Tree  " 
with  many  substrates ;  and  the  sense  of  the  Kdrika  is  that  this  idea  may  be  accepted 
as  the  commonality  inhering  in  all  forests. 

85.85  The  Class  by  itself  is  one ;  but  in  the  shape  of  Individuals,  it  is  many.  So  too, 
conversely,  the  Individuals  by  themselves  are  many ;  though  one  only,  in  the  shape 
of  the  Class. 

4* 
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86-89.  In  the  matter  of  denoting  either  one  or  many  (objects), 
words  have  their  power  (of  denotation)  irrevocably  fixed  by  convention. 
Some  (words),  like  "  Ambara"  (sky),  and  the  like,  denote  the  individual 
with  its  own  number  (i.e.,  singular).  In  the  assertion  "  one  corn  is  ripe  " 
(said  with  reference  to  the  sheaves  of  com  in  a 'field),  the  word 
("  VrtMh  ")  denotes  the  class  ("  Vrihi  ")  with  its  own  number  (singular). 
In  the  case  of  the  " sannakanana  (preparation)  of  the  wife"  ("in  accord- 
ing to  the  Injunction  Patnim  sannahyat")  the  word  ("  Patmm")  denotes 
the  individual  (wife)  as  qualified  by  the  number  (singularity  of  the  Class). 
(In  the  Injunction  "  Vasantaya  kapnijalan  Glabhet")  the  word  "IKapin- 
jalQn  "  signifies  the  class  "  Kapiwfala  ". 

91*92.  The  word  "  Dtirclh"  whether  used  with  regard  to  an  individual 
(wife)  or  to  the  Glass,  is  always  used  in  accordance  with  the  number  of  the 
constituent  parts  (i.e.,  always  in  the  Plu'ral). 

92-93.  The  word  "  Vana  "  (used  always  in  the  Singular)  on  the 
other  hand,  signifies  many  individual  (trees)  as  qualified  by  the  number 
(singularity)  of  the  Class;  or  it  may  be  taken  to  signify  the  (single)  Glass 
44  Tree  "  as  located  in  many  individuals. 

93-94  Similarly  in  the  case  of  all  such  words  as  "  Series  "  ( "  Crowd'* ) 
&c.,  we  always  have  some  (singular)  qualification  or  other,  in  the  shape 
of  conjunction,  <fcc.  (which  serve  to  justify  the  Singular  number).  There, 
fore  the  notion  of  singularity  (in  these )  is  not  groundless. 

94*95.  If  the  idea  (of  single  commonality),  that  is  common  between 
the  Forest  and  the  directly  perceptible  Glass,  be  said  to  be  non-existing 
(i.e.,  false,  with  regard  to  the  Glass,  simply  because  it  is  found  to  be  false  in 
the  case  of  Forest), — then  (even  such  known  objects  as)  the  trees,  &c., 
being  equal  to  the  Class  (on  the  ground  of  sense-perceptibility),  (would 

86.89  The  Sky  is  one ;  the  Corns  are  many  ;  hence  the  Singular  is  based  upon  the 
Glass,  The  word  'patni '  refers  to  the  wires  of  all  persons  performing  the  Dar^a-Pitrwi' 
masa  sacrifice ;  hence  the  Singular  number,  in  the  word  " patnim"  as  appearing  in  the 
Sentence  must  be  accepted  as  referring  to  the  singleness  of  the  Class  lf  PatnV  The 
class  "JKopmjalrt"  is  only  one;  therefore  the  Plural  number  must  be  explained  as 
pertaining  to  the  plurality  of  the  Individuals. 

9LW  This  lays  down  the  conventional  rules. 

W.94  The  singularity  of  the  word  "  Series  "  is  based  upon  the  fact  of  many  indivi- 
duals being  joined  to  one  another  in  a  certain  fixed  order;  and  thus  this  is  based  upon 
Conjunction. 

94.96  The  idea  of  commonality  belongs  to  the  Forest,  and  also  to  the  Class.  And 
being  found  to  be  false  in  the  case  of  the  Forest,  if  it  he  said  to  be  false  in  the  case  of 
the  Class  also,— then  the  well -recognised  perceptibility  of  the  Class  must  also  be 
rejected  as  false.  Following  the  same  course  of  reasoning,  sense-perceptibility  being 
common  to  the  trees,  to  the  jars,  in  the  same  way  as  to  the  Class, — inasmuch  as  it  hafl 
been  found  to  be  false  in  the  case  of  this  last,  it  cannot  but  be  rejected  as  false,  with 
regard  to  the  others  also.  And  this  would  mean  that  no  sensuous  perception  is  true  I  ! 
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have  to  be  rejected  as  false)  ;  and  we  would  finally  come  to  Nihilism  (the 
theory  of  gunyavada)* 

95-90.  In  fact  the  idea  of  "  Forest  "  apart  from  the  trees  (contained 
therein)  is  only  an  object  of  what  is  a  mere  semblance  of  Sense-perception 
{i.e.,  mistaken  Sense-perception);  and  as  such,  it  cannot  vie  with  (i.e., 
cannot  be  held  to  be  similar  to)  the  (idea  of)  "  Class,"  which  is  an  object 
of  direct  (and  correct)  Sense-perception. 

96-97.  If  yon  urge  that  "  if  there  be  equality  between  the  Class  and 
the  Forest,  then  the  Forest  also  becomes  an  entity  (apart  from  the  trees),1*  — 
then  by  this  assertion,  you  wonld  be  renouncing  the  (refutation  of  the) 
Class-theory,  and  pointing  out  objections  against  an  altogether  different 
theory  (with  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  conception  of  Forest,  &c.) 

98.  Thus  have  we  explained  things  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of 
Words  and  their  Meanings  as  accepted  by  all  people.  In  fact,  in  philoso- 
phical treatises,  we  cannot  use  words  in  an  arbitrary  sense  assumed  by 
ourselves.  As  a  matter  of  fact  (as  shown  above),  in  accordance  with 
ordinary  usage,  there  is  a  difference  between  the  (ideas  of)  Class  and  those 
of  "  Series,"  "  Forest,"  &c.  If  however,  such  difference  be  not  found  to  be 
reasonable  (in  accordance  with  general  popular  usage)  —  even  then  that 
would  mean  no  rejection  (of  our  theory), 

Thus  ends  tlie  Vanav&da. 

(SECTION  16)* 

SAHBANDHAKSHEPA-PAEIHARA. 

1.  The  Word  and  its  denotation  may  be  as  you  have  described  them 
to  be.  But  you  ought  to  explain  the  Relation  (between  them),  for  the 
sake  of  which  you  have  taken  all  this  trouble  upon  yourself, 

2-3.  "  This  relation  having  already  been  explained  (before),  why 
should  the  question  be  again  asked  ?  And  the  reply  too  (that  the  Bhashya 

8&-w  Therefore  the  instance  of  the  "Forest  "  cannot  in  any  way  affect  the  validity 
of  the  idea  of  Class. 

w.91  if  the  case  of  the  "  Class"  is  exactly  similar  to  that  of  u  Fern*,"—  then,  just 
as  the  Class  has  an  existence  apart  from  the  Individuals,  so  also  would  the  Forest 
come  to  have  an  existence  apavt  from  the  trees. 

98  "No  rejectam"—  becanse,  even  in  that  case,  we  have  already  proved  that  the 
Idea  of  "  Forest  "  is  not  false;  and  so  even  if  the  case  of  the  Forest  were  similar  to 
that  of  the  Class,  none  of  the  two  could  be  false. 

1  This  refers  to  the  Bhdshya  I  "  atTia  Tcah  Sambandhah,  £c.,  &c."  The  sense  of  the 
JOrifcJ  is  that  even  if  it  he  granted  that  the  word  is  made  up  of  letters,  and  that  its 
denotation  consists  in  the  class,  —  we  have  yet  to  explain  what  relationship  the  denota- 
tion hears  to  the  word. 

*-*  "JtepJy"—  the  Bhashya  says  that  the  relationship  between  the  word  and  its 
meaning  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  meaning  ia  cognised  on  the  cognition  of  the  word. 
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gives  to  the  question)  cannot  be  the  correct  reply,  because  it  does  not 
mention  the  form  of  the  relation.  If,  on  being  asked  *  what  is  the  medicine 
for  fever  P* — if  one  were  to  reply  *  that  by  which  it  is  destroyed,* — what 
information  will  have  been  afforded  by  this  reply  ?  " 

4.  In  view  of  this  objection,  some  people  declare,  that  the  author 
of  the  Bhashya,  not  being  satisfied  with  the  explanation  (of  the  relation 
described)  above  (in  a  previous  chapter),  has  again  raised  the  question  (of 
the  relation  between  Word  and  its  Meaning),  with  a  view  to  laying  down 
(and  explaining)  another  relation. 

5.  Since  the  relation  of  "  the  name  and  the  named"  (which  is  the 
relation  that  has  been  explained  above  as  subsisting  between  the  Word  and 
its  Denotation)  follows  after  the  comprehension  (of  the  Word),  and  the 
comprehension  must  have  been  preceded  by  some  other  relation  (because 
without  some  relation    no    comprehension    is  possible) ;    therefore  that 
relation  of  the  **  name  and  the  named  n  cannot  be  a  (causal)  factor  in  the 
comprehension  (of  the  word). 

6.  Even  before  one  has  come  to  know  the  fact  of  (such  and  such  a 
word)  being  the  name  (of  a  certain  thing),  he  comprehends  its  meaning 
through  the   cognition  of  some  other  relation ;  and  it  is  later  on  that 
he  comes  to  think  of  the  word  being  the  name ;  (therefore  the  relation  ol 
the  "  name  and  the  named"  cannot  be  the  means  of  comprehencion). 

7.  Others  hold  the  relation  (between  Word  and  Meaning)  to  be  one 
of  invariable  concomitance  j  inasmuch  it  is  only  this  (relation)  without  (a 
cognition  of)  which,  the  comprehension  of  the  word  could  not  bring  aboul 
the  comprehension  of  the  denotation. 

8.  This,  however,  is  not  right;  because  in  the  Bhashya  there  is  n< 
mention  of  such  a  relation  (as  that  of  invariable  concomitance)*    If  tin 
reply  given  in  the  Bhashya  alone  be  taken  to  imply  this  relation  (evei 
though  it  does  not  mention  it),  then  why  should   the  sentence  in  th< 
Bhashya  not  be  taken  to  imply  the  contrary  (that  even  without    tint 
relation  of  invariable  concomitance,  comprehension  is  possible)  ? 

The  sense  of  tjie  objection  is  that  this  alone  cannot  be  sufficient ;  aa  this  does  tic 
make  quite  clear  the  specific  relationship  borne ;  specially  because  the  reply  ia  a  met 
begging  of  the  question.  As  the  meaning  of  the  Question  is — "  what  is  the  relatio 
by  which  the  meaning  is  cognised  on  the  cognition  of  the  word  ?" — and  the  Reply  tht 
is  given  is  only  a  paraphrase  of  this,  just  as  in  the  counter-instance,  "  that  whereb 
fever  is  destroyed  "  is  only  a  paraphrase  of  the  term. "  fever-medicine.** 

*  This  supplies  one  answer  to  the  first  question  in  K.  2. 

1  The  latter  half  of  the  J&rika  sets  the  relationship  into  the  Reply  given  in  tl 
Bhashya. 

8  "  Why  should,  $"c."— When  the  sentence  denotes  neither  the  necessity  of  tl 
relation  nor  its  contrary, — then  it  is  as  reasonable  to  infer  one  thing  as  the  otb 
There  is  no  restrictive  rule. 


Sambandhakshepa-parihara.  349 

9.  And  then  again,   the  (application)   of  the  relation  of  invariable 
concomitance  (to  the  case  of  the  comprehension  of  words)  has  already  been 
set  aside.    And  as  for  the  Name,  the  fact  of  its  (application  to  the  case  of 
the  Word  and  its  Meaning)  comes  to  be  recognised,  through  the  usage  of 
ordinary  people ;   and  even  when  the  Word  is  not  definitely  recognised  to 
be  the  e  name/  we  are  still  cognisant  of  its  denotativeness  (of  the  meaning). 

10.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  (treatment  of)  "  Rela- 
tion'* having  been  interrupted  by   a  consideration  of  the  nature  of  the 
denotation  of  words  (in  the  chapters  on  Sphota^  &c.),  it  is  again  brought 
forward  simply   with  a  view  to  the  consideration  of  the  question  of  its 
eternality  or  non-eternality. 

11.  The    expression — "  on    the    comprehension   of    the  Word,   the 
meaning  is  comprehended  " — also  points  to  the  power  or  denotativeness  (of 
the  Word), — which   (power)  consists  in  the  fact  of  the  Word  being  either 
the  agent  or  the  instrument  (or  means)  of  the  denotation   (or  significa- 
tion, of  the  Meaning), 

12.  06; :  **  The  relation  of  denotability  does  not  belong  to  the  Denoter 
(Word)  and  the  Denoted  (Meaning)  by  themselves.     And  as  for  compre- 
hension, this  is  based  upon  certain  conventional  rules  laid  down  by  men 
(in  Dictionaries)  just  as  (we  comprehend    certain   meanings   from)  cer- 
tain gestures  of  the  eye." 

13.  Reply  :  Is  this  "  conventional  rule  "  made  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  each  individual  mortal  being,  or  of  each  utterance  ( of  the 

9  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  such  invariable  concomitance  as  is  mentioned 
above  (under  "  Sphota  ").  Even  before  the  word  is  cognised  as  the  name,  it  is  known 
to  be  the  denotation  of  a  certain  meaning  ;  and  this  is  due  to  the  fact  of  onr  finding 
experienced  old  persons  using  it  in  a  certain  definite  sense ;  and  it  is  only  when  an  old 
person  says  that  each  and  each  a  word  is  the  name  of  such  and  such  a  thing,  that  we 
become  cognisant  of  the  fact  of  the  word  being  a  .Name.  The  NyayaratnaJcara,  adds 
*4  Though  the  word  is  not  definitely  pointed  out  as  being  a  name  (at  least  not  in  so 
many  words), — yet  the  Denotability,  that  we  are  cognisant  of,  and  which  is  quite 
different  from  the  sense-organs  and  the  other  means  of  right  notion,  is  nothing  more 
or  less  than  what  is  meant  by  "  Name  "  ('  Name  *  «  that  which  denotes).  For  this 
reason,  it  is  certain  that  it  is  the  relationship  of  the  (  Name  and  Named  '  that  is  the 
chief  factor  in  the  comprehension  of  meaning.  Consequently,  the  fresh  raising  of  the 
question  cannot  be  attributed  to  any  aversion  to  this  theory  (explained  above),  and  to  a 
desire  for  pointing  out  some  other  relationship  in  the  shape  of  invariable  con- 
comitance, &e.  &c." 

11  "  Power,"  '  Denotability,*  c  Name,'  &o.,  are  all  synonymous — all  signifying  .the 
fact  of  the  word  being  either  the  agent  or  the  means  of  signifying  the  meaning. 

1*  With  a  view  to  the  refutation  of  the  objections,  urged  in  the  chapter  on 
"  Sambandhakshepa"  against  the  Belationship,  the  Author  first  of  all  recapitulates  the 
objections.  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  the  Relationship  not  being  natural,  it 
cannot  be  held  to  be  eternal. 
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word)  ?  Or  is  it  made  once  for  all,  at  the  beginning  of  creation,  by  some  oae 
person  (Brahma  f.i.)  ? 

14*  And,  does  the  relation  differ  with  each  (different  person  and 
utterance),  or  is  it  one  only  ?  If  it  be  one  only,  then  (being  common  to  all 
individuals,  of  the  past,  the  present  and  the  future)  it  cannot  be  said  to  be 
earned  (and  hence  non-eternal) ;  and  if  it  differ  (with  different  individuals) 
then  people  would  surely  be  cognisant  of  some  such  differences. 

15.  If  the  rule  be  different  (with  each  different  individual),  then  i 
would  be  necessary  to  assume  a  power  (or  denotativeness)  with  each  of  thes< 
different  relations  (fixed  by  convention).     And  then  too,  a  person,  who  ha 
recognised  the  denotability  in  accordance  with  (the  rule  laid  down  by 
one  person,  could  never  understand  the  word  when   used  by    anothe 
person. 

16.  If  it  be  urged  that  each  word  will  be  comprehended  in  accor< 
ance  with  the  rule  laid  down  (with  regard  to  it)  by  some  one  person  - 
then,  how  could  a  word,  with  regard  to  which  different  conventional  ruli 
(of  denotability)  are  laid  down  by  different  people,  be  at  all  comprehend* 
(to  have  a  definite  meaning)  ? 

17.  If  it  be  held  that  there  is  an  option  among  the  many  significatioi 
of  a  single,  word, — this  cannot  be;   inasmuch  as  the   one  (convention 
denotability)  necessarily  rejects  the  other  (and  there  can  be  no  ground  1 
option).    For,  in  ordinary  usage,  are  we  cognisant  of  the  (simultaneot 
co-existence  of  these  (different  conventional  denotabilities). 

18.  For,  we  find  that  all  usage  is  based  upon  only  one  (out  of  t 
many  diverse  conventional  denotabilities).     Whereas,  if  the  relation  w< 
to  be  governed  by  different  rules  laid  down  by  different  persons,  no  < 
(relation)  could  be  tbe  means  of  the  comprehension  (of  the  word) 

19.  Even  where  there  is  no  difference  in  the  (form  of  the)  Word 
in  that  of  the  Meaning  (i.e.,  in  a  case  where  the  same  word  is  applied 

1*  Because  the  Knle,  and  hence  the  denotability,  differs  with  each  person. 

16  With  regard  to  a  word  of  which  the  convention  is  laid  down  by.  a  single  pe* 
there  will  not  be  much  difficulty  in  comprehending  its  meaning.    But  with  regard 
word  where  there  is  a  difference  of  such  conventional  denotability  (as  in  the 
of  the  word  "pUu"  which  is  made  by  as  to  denote  a  tree,  whereaa  the  Mlecchas  n 
it  denote  an  elephant), — how  could  there  be  any  comprehension  ? 

i»  It  is  only  when  there  is  a  single  relationship  between  the  Word  and  ifcs  M 
ing,— that  we  can  say  that  such  and  such  a  person  is  trustworthy  and  the  other  is 
If,  however,  the  meanings  of  words  were  to  be  regulated  by  different  perao* 
accordance  with  stray  rules  laid  down  by  themselves,  then,  all  persons  would  be  ea 
trustworthy, — a  palpable  absurdity*  ^ 

.  l»  We  always  comprehend  the  Word  as  bearing  one  and  the  same  relation  t 
meaning.  .Hence  there  can  be  no  option  with  regard  to  tfiia  relation ;  it  mu 
accepted  to  be  one  only. 
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the  same  meaning), — if  there  he  a  multiplicity  of  persons  (i.e»,  if  the 
relation  subsisting  between  that  word  and  Its  meaning  be  said  to  be 
different,  in  accordance  with  the  rules  laid  down  by  different  people) ; — 
then  no  option  would  be  possible ;  inasmuch  as  the  person  comprehending 
the  word)  is  not  found  to  doubt  whether  this  or  that  is  the  relation 
(between  the  Word  and  its  Meaning). 

20.  And  again,  on  the  word  "cow"  being  pronounced  once, — the 
persons  present,  willing  to  comprehend  it,  being  many, — if  the  relation 
were  optional,  then  some  people  would  comprehend  the  word,  and  others 
would  not. 

21-22*  If  it  be  urged  that  "  we  could  have  a  simultaneous  co-existence 
(of  different  relations)  with  regard  to  the  difference  among  the  persons 
(holding  the  different  relations)", — this  cannot  be ;  as  such  (co-existence) 
is  impossible,  on  account  of  the  speaker  being  one  only  (who  must  have 
used  the  word  with  regard  to  only  one  relation  in  his  mind) .  And  if  there 
were  a  difference  between  the  ideas  of  the  speaker  and  the  hearer  (with 
regard  to  the  relation  borne  by  the  Word  to  its  Meaning),  then  all  ordinary 
parlance  would  become  faulty ;  inasmuch  as  the  relation  in  the  mind  of 
of  the  hearer  would  be  quite  different  from  that  in  the  mind  of  the  speaker 
(and  which  latter  he  desires  to  be  conveyed  by  the  word  he  uses). 

22-23.  In  order  to  point  out  a  relation  (for  the  sake  of)  the  hearer 
what  relation  could  the  speaker  have  recourse  to  ?  If  it  be  the  one  which 
he  has  already  known,  then  the  speaker  cannot  be  said  to  point  it  out  to 
him  (because  he  already  knows  it) ;  and  if  he  points  out  an  altogether  new 
relation,  then  this  latter  not  having  ever  been  known  by  the  hearer  to 
lead  to  the  comprehension  of  any  meaning,  (he  could  never  comprehend 
the  word  used). 

24,    If  it  be  urged  that  "  in  any  case  (whether  the  relation  be  one 

*°  It  would  be  comprehended  only  by  that  person  who  had  accepted  the  relation  in 
which,  the  word  had  been  need. 

81_iS  "  Co-existence1'— One  and  the  same  word  may  he  accepted  to  bear  the  differ- 
ent  relations,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  in  accordance  with  the  opinions  of  different 
persons.  "  Speaker  being  one  only" — Since  he  can  have  only  one  relation  in  his  mind 
therefore  only  those  among  his  listeners  will  comprehend  him  who  would  have  that 
relation  tallying  with  that  which  they  themselves  hold.  Other  people  would  not.  com- 
prehend him,  at  least  in  the  particular  sense  that  he  wished  to  be  conveyed. 

"  Parlance,  &u.n — Because  the  hearer  not  comprehending1  the  meaning  desired  to 
be  Anveyed  by  the  speaker,  there  would  be  an  inextricable  confusion,  and  all  intelli- 
genjf  cbwersation  would  cease  altogether. 

fe«.1*i  iHiit    is   Hie   reason   why  Convention   cannot  be   held  to  be  different  with 
different  persons. 

s*  It  may  be*  all  very  well  with  the  hearer;  bat  the  speaker  himself  cannot  use  a 
word  in  a  certain  sense,  unless  he  knows  for  certain  that  the  word  would  convey  that 
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known  before,  or  not)  the  end  of  the  hearer  (viz.,  the  comprehension  of 
the  word)  would  be  accomplished  all  the  same  " ;— (then,  we  reply),  that 
the  other  person  (*  e.,  the  speaker)  could  not  use  the  word  with  regard  to  a 
relation  which  he  himself  does  not  know  to  be  the  well-established  (means 
of  getting  at  the  comprehension  of  the  word).  If  it  be  urged  that  the 
objection  urged  in  k.  22-23  applies  also  to  the  case  of  the  Jar,  &c.,— -(we 
reply)  it  is  not  so :  because  in  the  case  of  these  it  is  the  class  ("  jar ") 
which  is  held  to  constitute  the  meaning  (of  the  word). 

25-26.  Though  (even  in  the  case  of  the  jar)  it  is  not  reasonable  to 
point  out  (to  the  hearer)  an  individual  which  he  already  knows  to  be 
denoted  (by  the  word),  and  the  denotability  that  may  be  newly  pointed 
out  is  not  known  (by  the  speaker  himself)  to  have  the  power  of  bringing- 
about  the  effect  (comprehension),— yet  the  denotability  (of  the  individual 
jnr), — in  the  matter  of  fetching  it  li.,— is  based  upon  the  (fact  of  the)  dam 
("jar"  being  the  object  denoted  by  the  word,  which  fact  is  known  both 
to  the  speaker  and  to  the  hearer).  And  this  ("  Glass  ")  has  no  beginning 
iu  time ;  whereas  your  relation  has  a  beginning  (depending  as  it  does  upon 
conventions  made  by  persons). 

27.  If  you  admit  of  an  eternal  commonality  (Class)  (covering  all  tlie 
Relations),  then  our  position  is  established  (since  you  also  revert  to  that). 
Bat  still  (even  though  you  have  modified  your  theory  with  mine,  yet,  it 
cannot  be  the  correct  theory,  because)  it  is  not  possible  (for  the  denotation 
of  a  Word)  to  have  a  double  form. 

28.  Because  the  Relation  is  only  a  particular  kind  of  potency  (or 
Denotability)  ;  and  of  this  (Potency)  there  can  be  no  different  individuals. 
And  further,  the  Potency  being  only  inferable  from   its   effect   (which  is 
one  only),  it  cannot  be  many. 

•meaning.  '<  It  is  the  Class,  $rc."~ And  hence,  even  to  a  person  who  is  already  cogni- 
aanf  of  this  denotation,  we  could  point  out  that  "  this,"  a  certain  individual  before  us, 
belongs  to  the  Class  "  Jar ;"  and  this  will  be  conveying  a  new  information  to  him  ;  and 
yet  in  due  accordance  with  a  word  whose  denotability  the  speaker  is  cognisant  of 
Consequently  the  objection  urged  in  K.  22-23  cannot  apply  to  the  case  of  the* 
individual  jar. 

86.8*  "  And  this  has  no  beginning,  ^."—Inasmuch  as  the  Class  has  no  beginning 
our  theory  is  unaffected  by  the  question—"  Before  the  Class  existed  where  did  the 
denotability  exist  ?  »  This  can  only  affect  the  other  party  who  hold  the  relation  to  be 
a  caused  one,  and  hence  not  everlasting. 

*7  "  Double  form  "-that  of  the  Class  and  the  Individual—is  not  possible :  and  hence 
your  theory  cannot  be  correct;  inasmuch  as  you  attribute  this  double  character  to  the 
denotation  of  a  Word. 

»  The  Potency  being  one  and  one  only,  it  cannot  be  divided  into  individuals* 
specially  as  the  existence  of  the  Potency  can  be  inferred  only  from  its  effects?  conse- 
quently it  could  be  many  only  if  its  effects  were  many.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however 
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29.  In  fact  tha  existence  of  the  Potency  is  assumed  only  because, 
without  it,  certain  facts  are  inexplicable ;  and  these  facts  being  explained 
through  one  entify  (Class)  alone,  it  is  not  right  to  assume  many,  in- 
dividuals. 

30-3  L  At  the  time  of  the  mention  of  the  Relation  (aa  fixed  by  the 
speaker  himself),  on  the  word  "cow"  (f.L)  being  uttered,  some  people 
would  understand  the  word  by  means  of  their  comprehension  of  the  (new) 
relation ;  whereas  others  would  not  do  so  (being  non-cognisant  of  the  new 
relation  fixed  upon).  Thus  then,  we  see  that  if  the  relation  did  not  exist 
(from,  time  immemorial,  and  were  only  coined  by  different  speakers)  then,  all 
persons  could  not  understand  the  word-  If  it  be  argued  that,  "if  the  relation 
were  ever  existent,  then  all  people  would  comprehend  it  (which  also  is  not 
possible)/* — we  say  it  is  not  so;  because  the  relation,  though  eternal,  is 
not  cognised  by  certain  people  at  a  particular  time  (and  so  the  difference 
with  regard  to  each  person  governs,  not  the  relation  itself,  but  the  cog- 
nition thereof  by  different  people). 

32.  The  word,  being  the  means  of  the  comprehension  of  its  meaning, 
stands  in  need  of  its  own  cognition  (b$  the  hearer).  Hence  even  though 
ever-extant,  the  relation  could  not  express  (its  meaning),  so  long  as  it 
itself  were  not  duly  recognised. 

33-34  With  regard  to  an  object  that  exists,  we  often  find  that  (in 
some  cases,  and  by  certain  people)  it  is  not  perceived  ;  whereas,  that  which 
is  absolutely  non-existent,  is  never,  by  any  person,  known  to  be  extant ; 
because  the  two  properties  of  existence  and  non-existence,  being  mutually 
contradictory,  <ian  never  belong  (simultaneously)  to  the  same  object, 

34-35,  Obj. :  "In  the  same  manner,  there  is  a  contradiction  between  the 
known  and  the  unknown"  Reply  :  The  Cognition  resides  in  the  person}  and 
since  there  are  many  persons^  this  (cognition  of  the  relation  simultaneously 
with  its  non-cognition)  cannot  be  incompatible.  Because  the  cognition  does 
not  contradict  the  non-cognition  residing  in  another  person, 

we  find  the  effect,  in  the  shape  of  the  denotation,  to  be  one  only,  in  the  form  of  the 
Class;  therefore  the  Potency  cannot  be  many. 

M  "  Facfc"~~  of  the  denotation  of  a  word  5  and  this  is  quite  reasonably  explained,  as 
referring  to  the  one  entity,  Class ;  and  as  such  it  is  not  right  to  apply  the  denotation 
to  the  individuals,  which  are  many. 

**  The  meaning  of  a  word  can  never  be  comprehended  nntil  we  cognise  the 
relation  subsisting  between  them. 

83-S*  It  is  a  fact  of  common  experience  that  an  object,  though  existing,  may  not 
be  perceived ;  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  relation,  though  existing,  may  not  be  per- 
ceived. If,  however,  it  were  wholly  non-existent,  H  could  never,  be  perceived  to  exist. 

**»*&  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  tlie  properties  of  existence  and  non-existenoe 
can  never. belong  to  the  Relation j  and  sinwlarly  the  characters  of  being  fcnown.and  net 
known  could  not  belong  to  it  at  one  and  the  earne  time.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that 
45 
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36*  On  the  other  hafcd,  between  existence  and  non-eaj&f ence  there  ia 
a  distinct  contradiction,  on  account  of  both  residing  in  (a  single  sub* 
strate)  the  Relation  itself.  And  since  a  multiplicity  (i.e.,  number  greater 
than  one)  of  this  (Relation)  has  been  denied  (in  Earikfa  28,  29),  therefore 
we  cannot  base  the  compatibility  (of  existence  with  a  simultaneous  non- 
existence)  on  that  ground  (of  multiplicity)  (as  we  have  done  in  the  case 
of  persons). 

37.  The  white  colour,  placed  before  the  blind  and  the  not-blind,  is  not 
perceived  by  the  blind,  while  it  is  perceived  by  the  other.    But  thia  fact 
(of  its  cognition  by  one  person  and  nou-cognition  by  another)  does  not 
prove  that  it  is  both  non-existent  and,  existent. 

38.  There  is  no  contradiction  in  the  former  case,  because  there  is 
a  diversity,  among  the  persons,  based  upon  the  fact  of  one  (person  with 
eyes)  being  capable  (of  perceiving  colour)  and  the  other  (the  blind  person) 
being  incapable  (of  perceiving  it).    And  of  perception  (of  the\coiour)  too, 
there  is  no  other  reason,  save  the  fact  of  its  existence. 

39.  Thus  then,  the  cognition  of  usage  being  equal  (on  account  of  its 
efficiency  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  Relation  between  Word  and  its 
Meaning)  to  the  organs  of  sense-perception  (which  also  infallibly  proves 
the  existence  of  the  object  perceived), — only  those,  that  are  endowed  with 

the  Cognition  of  the  relation  belongs  to  several  persons ;  and  hence  it  IB  quite  possible 
that  at  one  and  the  some  time,  it  may  be  known  to  one  person  and  unknown  to 
another.  Existence,  on  the  other  hand,  belongs  to  the  Relation  itself ;  and  as  thia  is  one 
only }  it  cannot  have  both  Existence  and  Non-existence  at  one  and  the  flame  time. 

ftl  The  substrates  of  Perception  and  Non-perception  are  distinct  j  whereas  that  of 
Existence  and  Non-existence  is  one  only :  viz.,  Colour.  Consequently,  tbongh  it  is  quite 
possible  for  one. person  to  perceive  it,  while  the  other  does  not  do  so,— yet  it  cannot  be 
said. that  the  colour  is  both  extant  and  non-existing. 

8*  "  And  of  perception,  Ac." — This  anticipates  the  following  argument :  "  Granted 
that  there  can  be  both  Existence  and  Non-existence  of  the  Relation ;  even  then,  we  could 
hold  that,  inasmuch  as  some  people  do  not  perceive  it,  it  does  not  exist  at  all."  The 
sense  of  the  reply  as  embodied  in  the  second  half  of  the  Kdrika  is,  that  the  mere  fact 
of  a  certain  thing  not  being  perceived  by  some  people  can  never  establish  its  Non- 
existence;  because  the  non-perception  might  be  due  to  some  defect  in  the  perceptive 
faculty  of  the  man;  and  while  the  thing  ia  not  perceived  by  one  person,  it  may  be 
perceived  by  other  persons.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  the  fact  of  a  certain  thing  being 
perceived  that  can  conclusively  establish  its  existence ;  for  the  simple  reason  that  if 
the  thing  did  not  exisfc  it  could  never  have  been  perceived  by  any  person.  Conse- 
quently  even  if  the  thing  happens  to  be  perceived  by  a  single  person,  this  fact  of  its 
perception  at  once  goes  to  establish,  beyond  doubt,  the  fact  that  the  thing  exists. 

W  The  means  of  visual  perception  is  the  Eye  j  hence  one  who  is  without  the  Eye 
can  never  see  an  object*  Ia  the  same  manner,  the  cognition  of  the  usage  of  the,  word 
is  the  means  of  comprehending  its  meaning ;  and  hence  one  who  has  not  that  cogni- 
tion,— £*e.,  who  does  not  know  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  by  ordinary  people-* 
can  never  comprehend  the  meaning  of  that  word. 
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the  former  (z.e,,  those  that  are  cognisant  of  the  usage  of  the  word),  will 
be  ahle  to  comprehend  its  meaning ;  while  others  {being  devoid  of  the 
cognition,  and  thereby)  resembling  the  blind  (in  the  matter  of  visual  per- 
ception), cannot  (comprehend  it). 

40.  And  though  this  (usage)  is  one  only,  yet  it  will,  by  "  tantra"— 
i.e.,  tacit  supposition— help  (all  future  comprehension), — like  the  "laying 
of  the  fire"   (at  Agnihotra).      The  rememb^nces  of  ife  will,  of  course, 
differ,— like  the  fetching  of  the  "  Agmhotra  "  Fire. 

41.  To  all  persons  ignorant  (of  the  Belation  of  a  Word  with  a  certain 
meaning),  the  Belation  comes  in  a  well-established  form,  through  previous 
traditions  (i.e.,  from  people  who  have  known  it  before  them,  and  so  on  ad 
infinitum) ;  and  therefore  there  can  be  no  beginning  of  the  (application  of 
the)  Belation  (to  the  Word)  ;  and  (as  such  it  must  be  held  to  be  eternal). 

42.  The  theory,  of  the  accomplishment  (of  the  Belation)  based  upon 
(conventional  rules  made  with)  each  utterance  (of  the  word),  has  been 
rejected  in  the  Bhfohya.    And  as  for  the  fixing  (of  the  relation)  at  the 
beginning  of  Creation, — (this  cannot  be ;  since)  we  do  not  admit  of  any 
such  time  (the  world  being  eternal  and  as  such  having  no  beginning 
in  time). 

43-44.  Obj. :  "  But,  if  there  be  such  a  Person  as  would  create  the 
world,  and  then  set  going  the  processes  of  DTiarma  and  Adharma,  and  the 
uses  and  relations  of  words,  for  the  sake  of  the  world, — then,  such  a  fact  would 
not  in  any  way  vitiate  the  Veda."  Eeply  :  Yet  this  theory  is  as  difficult 
to  prove,  as  au  omniscient  person  j  hence  we  have  not  admitted  it  (in  the 
Mtm&nsft  system). 

*0  One  who  perforiris  the  daily  Agnihotra  has  not  got  to  prepare  the  fire  for  the 
performance  of  any  other  sacrifice  5  as  the  once  consecrated  fire  ia  used  by  him  in 
all  actions-.  In  the  same  manner,  when  we  have  once  cognised  the  usage  of  a  word, 
this  one  cognition  helps  us  to  comprehend  it  in  every  case.  And  as  in  the  case 
of  fire,  the  Agmhotra  fire  has  to  he  fetched  from  one  place  to  another,— and  this  fetch- 
ing  differs  in  each  caae,-~so  in  the  case  of  the  nsage  of  words  also,  in  every  f  oturo 
case,  we  will  have  to  remember  the  usage,  and  this  recalling  to  mind  will  always  differ 
with  different  persona. 

*»  Up  to  K.  4l,  we  have  refuted  the  theory  that  the  relation  is  governed  by  conven- 
tional rules  laid  down  with  each  different  individual  speaker  and  hearer.  "We  now 
proceed  to  consider  the  other  two  alternatives.  The  theory  referred  to  in  the  first 
half  is  refuted  in  the  Bhashya,  in  the  section  on  Words,  where  it  has  been  declared 
that  "  a  single  utterance  cannot  accomplish  the  relationship  of  the  word  with  its  denot- 
ation, nor  can  it  briog  about  its  usage,  &c.,  &c."  We  need  not  repeat  that  ref  otation 
on  the  present  occasion.  Then  there  remains  the  theory  that  the  meaning  of  each  word 
ig  fixed  by  the  Creator  afc  the  very  beginning  of  creation,  and  this  theory  is  refuted  in 
ill©  next  Karikd  by  a  total  denial  of  any  such  creator  or  beginning  of  creation,  &c. 

41.44  ^ke  opponent  means  that  such  a  theory  is  not  contradictory  to  the  Veda. 
For  a  refutation  of  the  c<  ointdaeieut "  person,  see  above,  Sutra  2. 


.  ,45,.  At  ft  time  when  all  this  (earth,  water,  &c.)»  did  not  -exist,  what 
<#tdd  »h!aVe.  been  the  condition  of  the  universe  ?  As  for  Praj&paAi  himself, 
what  could  he  his  position  ?  and  what  his  form  ? 

46.  And  at  that  time  (when  no  men  existed)  who  would  know  Him 
and  explara  His  character  to  the  later  created  persons  ?  (If  it  he  held  that 
,He  cannot  he  perceived  by  any  man,  then)  without  perception  (or  cogni- 
tion of  some  sort,  by  some  person),  how  can  we  determine  this  (fact  of 
His  existence)  P 

47.  'Then  again,  in  what  manner  do  you  believe  the  world  to  have 
had. a  beginning  in  time?      (If  it  be  held  that  it  is  brought  about  by 
a  desire  on  the  part  of  Prajapati,  then)  since  Prajapati  is  (held  to  be) 
without  a  material  body,  &c.,  how  could  He  have  any  desire    towards 
creation  f 

48-49.    And-  if  He  has  a  body,  assuredly  this  body  could  not  have 

been  created  by  Himself ;  thus  then  we  would  have  to  postulate  another 

creator  (for  his  body)  (and  so  on,  adinfinitum).  If  Prajapati's  body  be  held 

.  to  be.  eternal,  then,  (we  ask) — so  long  as  earth  (water,  &c.),  have  not  been 

produced,  pf  what  material  would  that  body  be  composed  ? 

49-50.  Then  again,  in  the  first  place,  bow  is  it  that  He  should  have 
a  desire  ,to  create  a  world  which  is  to  be  fraught  with  all  sorts  of  troubles 
to  living  beings  ?  For  at  that  time  (of  the  beginning  pf  creation)  he  has 
not.got  any  .guiding  agencies,  in-the  shape  of  the  virtue  (or  sin),  &c.,  of  the 
living  beings,  themselves.  Nor  can  any  creator  create  any  thing,  in  the 
absence  *>f  means  and  instruments. 

51.  Even  the  production  of  the  spider's  net  is  nofc  held  to  be  without 
some  sort  of  a  (material)  basis ;  as  (the  net  is  spun  out  of)  the  saliva,  which 

**  'All  place  exists  in  one  of  the  substances.  Hence  if  these  did  not  exist,  where 
ceuld  Prajapati  stand  ?  And  of  what  materials  could  his  body  be  composed  ? 

it  If  Prajapati  lias  a  body,  it  mast  be  held  to  be  eternal j  and  when  one  body 
would  be  eternal,  how  could  we  deny  the  eteraality  of  other  bodies— our  own,  for 
instance  ?  The  only  ground  of  the  belief  in  the  transient  character  of  our  own  body 
consists  in  the  fact  of  its  being  corporeal  or  material ;  and  when  -one  material  body  is 
transient,  there  is  no  reason  why  Prajapatf  s  body  should  be  held  to  be  eternal.  For 
-if  hwbocly  is  eternal,  onrs  also  must  be  eternal. 

49-60  People  hold  that  all  the  trouble  in  the  world  is -due  to  the  vicious  deeds  of 
living  beings  in  the  previous  birth.  This  may  be  quite  true ;  but  at  the  very  beginning 
•of -creation,  there  being  no  previous  birth,  no  suoh  guiding  principle  would  be  available  5 
and  the  blame  of  creating  a  troublous  world  would  rest  with  the  creating  God. 

61  .Even  granting  the  agency  of  Virtue  and  Vice,  that  alone  could  never  suffice  for 
the  creation  of  worlds.  Because  it  is  always .  out  of  some  such  material  as  clay  and 
the  like,  that  a  certain '-thing— f,i.,.  the  Jar— is  made  }  while  Prajapati  has  got  nonsuch 
material  at  hand;  and  as. suoh  thera  being.no  material  basis  on  which  He  could  proceed, 
all  that  you  supply  Him  with  are  the  unseen  agencies  of  Virtue  and  Vice*  and  .this 
could  be  of  no  initial  help  to  Sim. 
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is  produced  ottt  .of  the  body  ol  the  animals  (flies,  Ac.),  eaten  (by  the 
spider). 

52.  (If  it  be  held  that  Prajapatf  creates  the  world,  out  of  pity, 
•then,  we  say)  in  the  absence  o£  objects  of  compassion  (in  the  shape  of 
living  persons),  no  Pity  (or  Compassion)  could  be  possible  for  Him.  And  if 
He  were  urged  to  creations  by  pure  compassion,  then  He  would  create  only 
happy  beings. 

53.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  without  some  pain,  neither  the  creation  nor 
the  continuation  of  the  world  would  be  possible," — then  (we  reply  that) 
when  everything  depends  upon  the  mere  will  of  the  Creator  Himself,  what 
could  be  impossible  for  Him  ? 

54.  And  if  He  were  to  depend  upon  Laws  and -Agencies,  then  this 
fact  would  deprive  Him  of  His  (boasted)  independence.     (You  say  He 
desires  to  create  the  world, — will  you  let  me  know)  what  is  that  end  which 
He  desires,  and  which  could  not  be  gained  without  creating  the  world  ? 

55.  For  without  some  end  in  view,  even  a  fool  does  not  act.    Then  if 
He  were  to  act  so  (without  any  end  in  view),  then  what  would  be  the  good 
,of  his  intelligence  ? 

56.  If  the  activity  of  the  Creator  were  due  to  a  desire  for  mere  amuse- 
ment, then  that  would  go  against  his  ever-contentedness.    And  -(instead 
.of  affording  any  amusement}),  .the   great  amount  .of  work  (required  for 
creation)  would  be  a  source  of  infinite  trouble  to  Him. 

57.  And  His  doesire  to  destroy  the  world  (at  Pralaya)  ioo  would  be 
hardly  explicable.     And  (above  all)  such  a  Creator  .could  never  be  known 
by  anybody. 

58.  Even  if  He  were  known  in  form,  the  fact  of  His  being  the  Creator 
could  never  be  known.    Because,  at  that  time  (V,e.,  in  the  infancy  of  creation) 
what  could  the  living  beings,  appearing  at  the  beginning  of  creation, 
understand  ? 

59.  They  could  not  understand  wherefrom  they  have  been  born ;  nor 

&*  Ifc  is  we  who  recognise  and  bow  down  to  the  law  that  without  Pain  the  world 
could  not  exist.  Your  Creator,  however,  being  all-powerful,  could  annul  the  said  law,— if 
He  were  really  moved  to  creation  by  sheer  compassion — and  create  a  world  eter- 
nally happy. 

W  "  What  would,  tyc" — For  In  that  case,  the  action  being  without  any  motive,  your 
Creator  would  resemble  the  Pradhana  of  the  Sarikhyas,  This  Pradhana  -is  held  to  be 
non-intelligent,  and  as  such  ife  could  not  have  any  motive  for  its  activity.  Thus  then, 
inasmuch  as  your  Creator  too  would  act  without  a  motive  He  also  -would  have  to  be 
admitted  to  be  non-intelligent ;  and  certainly  this  could  not  be  a  very  palatable  morsel 
for  you. 

&*  One  has  recourse  to  an  amusement  with  a  view  to  please  himself.  Hence  if  the 
Creator  wants  amusement,  He  cannot  be  said  to  be  eternally  happy  and  contented. 

•K*  Because  they  have  appeared  after  Prajapati  has  finished  his  operations. 
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could  they  know  tHe  state  of  the  world  prior  to   creation,  or  the  fact  of 
Prajapati  being  the  Creator. 

60.  Nor 'could  the  idea  that  they  would  derive  from  His  own  asser- 
tion (with  regard  to  His  being  the  Creator),  be  altogether  trustworthy; 
because  even  though  He  may  not  have  created  the  world,  He  might 
speak  of  having  done  so,  in  order  to  show  off  His  great  power* 

61.  In  the  same  manner  the  Veda  that  would  proceed  from  him 
would  only  be  doubtful,  and  hence  could"  not  be  admitted  as  a  sure  proof 
of  His  existence  (and  creative  power).    And  as  for  that  (Veda)  which  is 
eternal,  how  could  it  make  a  mention  (of  facts  and  processes  with  refer- 
ence to  the  creation  of  living  beings,  &c.)  ? 

62.  For,  if  the  Veda  existed  before  the  objects  (created),  then  there 
can  be  no  connection  between  this  (Veda)  and  the  objects  created.  Therefore 

"the  passages  (occurring  in  the  Veda)  (which  appear  to  describe  the  process 
of  creation)  must  be  interpreted  as  praising  up  something  else  (i.e.,  some 
injunctions  of  sacrifices,  Ac.) 

63.  The  idea  common  among  ordinary  people  (that  the  Veda  men- 
tions of  the  creation  as  proceeding  from  Prajapati)  is  a  mistaken  one, 
caused  by  certain  "valedictory  passages  (praising  up  certain  injunctions). 
Because  whenever  a  passage  is  not  duly  considered  and  interpreted  together 
with  the  passages  that  precede  and  follow  it,  it  is  bound  to  give  rise  to  a 
misconception. 

64.  The   use    of  the   Mahabharata,    <fec.,    too    to    the   matter   of 
Dharma,  &c.,  is  in  the  form  of  telling  stories  (exemplifying  and  praising 
up  certain  duties  and  sacrifices),  just  like  that  of  the  Vedic  passages 
(which  seem  to  mention  certain  processes,  while  they  only  praise  up 
certain  sacrifices).    Therefore  the  notion  (of  the  creation  proceeding  from 
PrajapatiX  got  from  these  (is.,  passages  occurring  in  the  Puranas,  &c.), 
would  also  be  only  a  mistaken  one.  -11 

65.  Because  mere  story-telling  cannot  have  any  use,  therefore  in  all 
these  (stories  making  up  the  Puraijas)  we  must  admit  of  something  that 
could  be  the  object  of  praise  or  dispraise  (embodied  in  the  stories) ;— and 
this  something  may  be  that  which  is  enjoined  either  in  the  Veda,  or  in 
the  Purinas  themselves. 

66.  If  there  were  any  such  thing  as  the  first  activity  of  the  Veda 

«l  Since  there  is  a  mention  of  creation,  it  mnst  have  been  composed  after 
the  event.  , 

*»  "  Ho  connection  "—i.e.,  the  Yeda  thatf  existed  before  the  creation  came  about, 
could  not  speak  of  the  event. 

«*  The  story  of  the  creation  mentioned  in  the  Puranas  must  also  be  taken  only  as 
praising  certain  sacrifices ;  it  cannot  be  taken  as  literally  true. 

W  The  second  half  of  the  ffirika  refers  to  the  theory  that  during  Pralaya,  the 
Yeda  lien  latent  in  the  ^bosoui  of  Prajapati;  aud  at  the  beginning  of  creation  it  is 
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(towards  injunction,  &c.),  (this  would  mean  that  the  Yeda  has  had  a 
beginning,  and)  then  we  could  never  have  an  idea  of  the  fact  of  its  not 
being  composed  by  anybody  (bat  being  eternal  in  itself).  The  theory 
too,  that  during  universal  dissolution  the  Veda  resides  in  (the  person  of) 
Prajapati,  could,  at  best,  only  be  considered  doubtful. 

67.  If,  however,  you  assume  the  eternality  of  the  Creator  and  the 
processes  of  creation  and  dissolution, — then  too,  we  could  only  admit  of 
a  gradual  process  of  creation,  such  as  we  see  in  the  case  of  present  living 
beings  (creating  the  Jar,  &c.) 

68.  And  as  for  a  "  Pralaya  "  in  the  form  of  universal  destruction, 
we  find  no  proofs  for  admitting  it.    Nor  could  such  an  action  (of  destruc- 
tion) on  the  part  of  Prajapati  serve  any  useful  purpose. 

69-70.    And  for  such  souls  as  have  (the  load  of)  actions  (Dharma  and 

brought  forth  by  Him  into  its  full  activity  $  and  this  fact  of  being  brought  into  activity 
does  not  necessarily  imply  its  non-eternality.  The  meaning  of  the  Kariko  is  that  the 
theory  referred  to  is  extremely  improbable,  and  has  already  been  refuted  under 
Sutrajg). 

&  With  this  KariJcd  begins  the ,  consideration  of  the  ValgeMJta  theory,  which  is 
thus  summed  up  in  the  Nyaya-ratnakara :  "  The  processes  of  creation  and  dissolution 
are  eternal.  After  a  hundred  years  of  Brahma  have  elapsed  during  the  existence  of  the 
world,  there  arises  in  the  mind  of  God  a  deaire  to  destroy  the  world ;  and  in  obedience 
to  this  deaire,  there  comes  about  a  universal  disjunction  of  atoms,  and  in  the  end  all 
that  is  left  behind,  is  only  a  number  of  disjointed  atoms  of  Earth,  Water,  Fire,  Air, 
Akd$a,  (i.e.,  Space)  and  Soul ;  during  this  time  all  the  Dharma  and  Adharma  of  indivi- 
dual men  are  kept  in  abeyance  by  Divine  Will j  these  Dharma  and  Adharma  lie  latent 
in  the  soul  of  each  individual.  When  the  period  of  dissolution  passes,  the  same  God 
seeing  the  souls  of  men  lying  idle,  without  obtaining  the  results  of  their  deeds  and 
misdeeds,  takes  pity  on  them ;  and  this  pity  gives  rise  to  a  desire  on  His  part  for 
creation,  and  directly  all  homogenous  atoms  become  combined,— these  combinations 
bringing  into  existence  all  the  various  objects  of  the  world;  and  then  the  Dharma  and 
Adharma  of  the  men  are  let  loose ;  and  this  going  forth  into  activity  comes  to  affect 
the  destiny  of  each  individual  soul,  throwing  some  of  them  down  into  animal  life, 
while  raising  others  to  lives  in  nobler  families.  And  then  the  same  God  creates  the 
Veda,  with  a  view  to  explain  Dharma  and  Adharma  to  the  world.  Thus  it  is  that  the 
Veda  comes  to  differ  with  each  cycle  of  creation.  But  inasmuch,  as  this  process  itself 
is  eternal,  the  Veda,  the  Creation  and  the  Dissolution,  should  all  be  considered  eternal, 
and  EO  also  the  Creator."  The  sense  of  the  second  half  of  the  Karika  is  that  any  such 
simultaneous  creation  as  the  Vaigeshika  speakea  of,  we  never  come  across  in  ordinary 
life,  where  every  process  is  distinctly  gradual.  Hence  we  cannot  admit  of  any  such 
simultaneous  creation. 

88  And  no  intelligent  creator  could  have  recourse  to  such  a  suicidal  process,  unless 
it  served  some  very  important  purpose  of  his  ;  and  sjnce  we  cannot  think  of  any  such 
purpose  we  cannot  believe  in  a  Universal  Dissolution. 

89.10  The  Vai$eshiha  holds  that  during  Prataya  the  souls  of  men  continue  to  exist 
with  all  their  Dharma  aud  Adharma  lying  latent,  without  bringing  about  any  results; 
this  the  KariM  denies* 
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upon  them,  there  can  be  no  existence,  during  which  there  ia  no 
of  their  results.  Nor  can  the  results  of  one  action  be  res* 
trained  By  any  other  action  (in  the  shape  of  the  Creator's  desire,  as  held 
by  the  "Vaigeshika)  ;  and  it  is  not  possible  for  all  actions  to  continue  to 
remain  devoid  of  their  results.  Kor  is  there  any  single  action,  the  result 
of  which  could  be  the  non-fruition  of  all  other  actions  (and  which  .single 
action  would  thereby  keep  the  other  actions  in  check). 

71.  Then  again,  if  all  the  actions  (of  persons)  were  to  be  destroyed 
(at  the  dissolution),  then  no  future  creation  would  be  possible  ;  for,  under 
the  circumstances  (t.e.,  if  actions  were  destroyed),  what  could  be  the  means 
of  bringing  out  these  actions  (out  of  their  latent  state)  ? 

72.  If  the  desire  of  God  be  held  to  be  such  a  means,  then  that 
(desire)  in  itself  could  be  an  efficient  cause  of  the  creation  -of  souls.     And 
if  creation  were  dependent  upon    God's  wish,  it   would   be  useless  to 
assume  the  (agency  of)  actions  (DJiarma  and  Adharma). 

73.  And  it  is  not  possible  for  the  God's  desire  too  to  be  produced 
without  any  cause.      If  there  be  any   such   cause   (of  the  production  of 
the  God's  desire),  then  that  could  also  be  the  cause  of  the  (production  of 
the  worldly)  elements  also. 

74.  If  one  were  to  argue  that  '  the  production  of  the  bodies  of  living 
beings  is   controlled  by   an  intelligent  agency    (in  the  form  of   God's 
desire),  —  because  they  are  made  up  of  certain  constituent  parts,  —  like  a 
house,  &c.,'  —  then,  he  should  be  answered  thus  : 

75-76.    If  by  "  control  Jl  it  is  meant  only  the  fact  of  some  intelligent 

11  The  VaigesUJca  holds  that  when  the  God  desired  to  create  again,  then  the 
Eharma  and  Actfiarma  of  men  come  out;  and  it  is  In  accordance  with  these  that 
he  regulates  the  next  creation.  But  when  all  actions  are  destroyed  at  Pralaya 
they  would  cease  to  exist  and  there  would  be  no  means  of  bringing  them  into 
activity. 

7*  It  would  be  a  needless  complication  to  assume  that  it  is  God's  wish  that 
manifests  the  destroyed  actions  which  regulate  the  creation.  God  being  omnipresent 
and  omnipotent,  if  His  wish  had  anything  to  do  with  the  creation,  there  would  be  no 
need  for  any  other  agency. 

*&  God's  desire  too  cannot  be  eternal  ;  as  that  would  lead  to  eternal  creation  or 
eternal  dissolution.  If,  on,  the  other  hand,  the  desire  be  non-eternal,  there  must  be 
some  cause  that  gives  rise  to  it  in  the  mind  of  the  Creator.  And  then  for  the  activity 
(if  this-  cause  also,  we  would  require  another  cause,  and  so  on,  ad  infmitum.  Even 
granting  the  possibility  of  a  cause  for  the  God's  desire,  if  there  -be  such  a  cause,  that 
alone  could  suffice  for  the  creation  of  the  world,  and  there  would  be  no  need  of  postu- 
lating an  intermediate  agency,  in  the  shape  of  the  God's  desire. 

75.7«  "Eedundant"—  because  it  only  proves  that  the  world  is  affected  by  intelli- 
gent agencies;  and  as  the  actions  of  even  individual  living  beings  are  such  intelligent 
agencies,  your  argument  does  not  necessarily  establish  the  superintendence  of  a  supra- 
mundane  intelligent  cause,  in  the  shape  of  an  omniscient  God. 
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agency  being  the  cause  of  creation, — then,  inasmuch  as  all  creation  could 
be  accomplished  by  the  actions  of  all  living  beings  (which  are  intelligent 
agents),  your  argument  would  become  redundant  (proving  a  fact  already 
proved ;  for  no  one  denies  the  fact  that  the  diversity  of  the  world  is  regu- 
lated by  the  actions  of  living  persons).  (And  you  have  the  same  redun- 
dancy) even  if  by  "  control "  you  mean  that  the  creation  of  bodies  is 
preceded  by  the  desire  of  an  intelligent  agent ;  because  the  actions  (of 
living  beings)  too  are  preceded  by  it  (i.e.,  a  desire,  to  act,  on  the  part  of 
the  acting  persons). 

If,  however,  you  mean  that  the  creation  follows  immediately  after  the 
desire,  then  (we  say  that)  there  is  no  such  immediate  sequence  even,  in  the 
case  of  your  own  instance  (the  making  of  a  house  not  following  imme- 
diately after  the  desire  of  the  builder) .  * 

77.  Your  premises  too  are  inconclusive  (i.e.,  deficient  and  doubtful), 
with  regard  to  the  body  of  God  Himself.     Tor  His  body  too  must  have 
had  a  beginning,  inasmuch  as  it  is  also  a  body,  like  ours  (made  up  of 
constituent  parts) . 

78.  If  it  be  argued  that  *f  the  production  of  the  God's  body  too  is 
controlled  by  His  own  intelligence,  and  as  such  this  (case  of  the  God's 
body)  does  not  go  against  the  conclusion  (of  the  argument  mentioned  in 
K.  74*)," — then  (we  reply  that)  the  bodiless  God,  being  like«an  emancipated 
soul,  could  not  exercise  any  control. 

79.  And  if  in  the  case  of  the  jar,  &c.  (that  you  cite  as  an  instance) 
you  refer  to  the  superintendence  of  the  potter,  &c.,  then  the  control  of  the 
God  would  not  apply  to  these  (and  as  such  the  instance  could  not  prove 
the  fact  of  the  creation  of  the  body  being  controlled  by  God) ;  if,  on  the 
other  hand,  you   mean  that  the  making  of  the  jar  w  controlled  by  God, 
then  you  would  have  the  deficiency  of  the  lhajor  term  (that  is  to  say,  the 
fact  of  the  jar,  <£c.,  being  controlled  by  God  is  not  recognised  by  us,  and 
hence  these  could  not  serve  as  instances  to  prove  the  same  with  regard  to 
the  body,  &c.) 

80.  And  if  you  take  the  instance  (of  jar,  &c.),  as  it  is  commonly 

11  And  thus  the  body  of  the  God  also  would  have  to  be  controlled  by  an  intellig- 
ent agent,  in  accordance  with  your  argument.  But  you  deny  any  stioh  control  over 
the  divine  body,  and  thereby  you  weaken  your  own  argument. 

18  «<  Bodiless  God  " — If  God  were  to  control  the  production  of  his  own  body,  then 
he  could  do  so  only  in  a  bodiless  state  j  inasmuch  as  so  long  this  controlling  force  has 
not  been  exerted,  his  body  could  not  have  been  produced.  And  just  as  a  soul  that  has 
been  emancipated  from  the  world  and  has  become  bodiless  cannot  exert  any  controll- 
ing force  over  anything,  so  too  a  bodiless  God  could  not  exert  any  control. 

80  The  jar  is  found  to  be  made  by  the  potter,  who  is  not  a  god,  and  who  is  perish-, 
able.  Hence  in  accordance  with  this  instance,  the  argument  would  stand  thus :  "  The 
body  is  not  created  by  a  God, — because  it  is  controlled  by  intelligence— as  for  instance, 


362 

recognised,  then  the  premiss  would  contradict  (the  conclusion)  ;  inasmuch 
as  ia  that  case  (the  instance  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that)  the  body, 
<fcc.,  are  produced  by  one  who  is  not  a  Grod,  and  who  is  himself  perishable. 

81-82.  If  it  be  held  that  God  does  not  Himself  carry  on  any  opera- 
tions, as  the  potter  does  (towards  making  the  jar),  —  then,  how  could  an 
insentient  entity  (in.  the  shape  of  the  atoms)  follow  His  desire  ?  Therefore 
the  creation  of  the  atoms,  &c.,  could  never  be  brought  about  by  a  mere 
desire  of  His. 

82-83.  Of  a  Person  who  is  Himself  extremely  pure,  the  modifications 
(in  the  shape  of  this  universe)  could  not  be  impure  (as  the  world  is  found 
to  be).  Dharma,  &c,,  too  being  absolutely  under  His  power,  it  is  not  right 
(and  reasonable)  that  there  should  be  pain  (in  this  world).  And  if  the 
activity  (of  the  world)  were  to  be  dependent  upon  (i.e.,  regulated  by) 
these  (Dharma,)  &a),  then  that  would  be  accepting  something  else  (i.e., 
an  agency  other  than  Grod's  desire  ). 

84  The  God  himself  being  absolutely  pure,  and  there  being  no  other 
object  (at  the  time  of  creation),  what  could  bring  about  the  activity  of 
Nescience,  which  (in  falsity)  resembles  a  dream  ? 

85.  If  the  mobility  (to  activity)  were  held  to  be  due  to  something 
other  (than  Brahma),  then  you  would  have  duality  (since  you  would  be 
admitting  the  existence  of  Brahma  and  something  else  to  stimulate  the 


c.;  and  thus  the  premiss  that  you  brought  forward  to  prove  the  creation  to 
have  been  brought  about  by  a  God  comes  to  prove  something  quite  to  the  contrary 

81-8*  The  ZSrika  combats  the  theory  that  God  does  not  actually  work  out  the 
creation  Himself,  as  all  that  he  does  is  to  express  a  desire,  that  is  instantly  obeyed  by 
the  eternal  atoms  of  matter,  which  proceed  to  combine  homogenonsly  and  thus  form 
the  endless  substances.  Against  this  theory  the  question  is  put—  how  could  the  insen- 
tient  atoms  be  cognisant  of,  and  obey,  the  wish  of  the  God  ? 

§8.88  Now  begins  the  refutation  of  the  Sanlchya-Veddnta  theory  that  the  world  is 
only  the  modification  of  a  single  Person,  who  is  extremely  pure,  &c.,  &c.  If  then,  it  be 
held  that  the  evils  in  the  world  are  due  to  the  past  Adharma  of  the  men,—  then,'  inas- 
much  as  this  Adharnw  also  would  be  under  His  guidance,  He  might,  on  account  of  His 
extreme  purity,  remove  the  imparities  of  the  world,  which  would  be  left  absolutely  pure 
and  happy.  Further,  if  you  grant  the  fact  of  the  creation  of  the  world  having  its 
character  regulated  by  Dharma,  &c.,  then  that  would  amount  to  an  acceptance  of 
agencies  other  than  that  of  Divine  Will,  operating  towards  the  creation  of  the  world. 

84  Even  the   Vedanta  theory  is  not  tenable  by  itself.     Because  when  nothing  but 
Brahma  exists,  what  is  it  that  causes  the  Nescience  to  operate  towards  creation  ?    It 
could  not  be  Brahma  Itself  j  as  That  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  Nescience,  which  is  a 
false  entity  and  whose  functioning  is  as  unreal  as  a  dream. 

85  If  Nescience  were  natural,  then  to  whom  would  it  belong  ?    Certainly  not  to 
Brahma  j  as  that  consists  'of  Absolute  Knowledge,  and  as  such  could  not  have  any  con- 
aection  with  Nescience.    Then  the  existence  of  Nescience  apart  from  Brahma  would 
bring  about  Duality.     And  above  all,  if  Nescience,  like  Brahma,  were  natural,  it  could 
never  be  set  aside,  and  hence  no  Deliverance  would  be  possible. 
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activity  of  Nescience).  And  if  Nescience  itself  were  only  natural  (aud  as 
such  not  requiring  any  stimulation  from  without),  then  none  could  strike 
it  off  (and  we  could  not  have  any  Deliverance). 

86.  A  natural  existence  (like  that  of  Nescience)  could  be  destroyed 
only  by  the  influence  of  something  unique  (i.e.,  some  such  agencies  as  those 
of  meditation,  <fcc.)     But  for  those  who  have  their  only  means  (of  deli- 
verance from  Nescience)  in  the  Self,  there  cannot  be  any  unique  agency. 

87.  Even  for  those  (the  SSnkTiyas)  who  hold  the  Person  (soul)  to  be 
inactive,  Low  could  there  be  any  functioning  of  the  Attributes,  at  the  begin- 
ning (of  creation)  ?    Because  till  then  there  would  be  no  karma  (of  the 
souls). 

88.  Nor  at  that  time  could  there  be  any  false  cognition  ;  nor  could 
there  be  any  attachments  and  aversions  (that  would  disturb  the  equilibrium 
of  the  Attributes) ;  because  all  these  are  functions  of  the  Mind;  and  this 
Mind  will  not  yet  have  been  produced  (at  the  beginning  of  creation). 

89.  Some  people  hold  that  the  cause,  of  the  bondage  of  souls,  lies  in 
their  actions  existing  in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality.     But  this  is  not 
correct;  inasmuch  as  the  effect  is  not  produced  from  a  cause  which  is  only   , 
latent  (and  does  not  function  towards  its  production). 

90.  The  potentiality  of  the  curd,-— so  long  as  it  is  only  lying  latent 
in  the  milk  (and  has  not  come  out  in  the  curd  itself)— is  not  able  to  bring 
about  the  Dadhika  (a  special  substance  prepared  out  of  the  curd).     This 
potentiality  of  the  curd  in  the  milk  is  the  cause  of  the  curd  only  (which 
is  prepared  directly  from  the  milk)  ;  and  as  for  the  Dftdhika,  its  cause  is 
something  else  (i.e.,  the  potentiality  of  the  DadMka  itself,  in  the  curd). 

91.  If  the  effect  were  to  be  produced  from  the  cause  still  in  a  state 

85  The  Adwaiti  holds  that  the  only  means  of  destroying  Nescience  is  the  know- 
ledge of  selfj  but  since  this  ia  not  possible,  and  no  other  adequate  means  is  ad- 
mitted, therefore  Nescience,  if  held  to  be  a  natural  entity,  could  never  be  destroyed. 

M  Now  begins  the  refutation  of  the  Sdnlchya  theory.  That  theory  is  that  the 
soul  does  not  operate  towards  the  creation  of  the  world,  which  is  brought  by  a  disturb- 
ance  in  the  three  Attributes  of  Primordial  matter,  that  function  along,  and  bring  about 
the  various  objects  of  creation 5  and  the  agency  that  disturbs  the  equilibrium,  is  that 
of  tne  karma  of  persons  to  take  their  births  in  the  forthcoming  creation.  The  sense 
of  the  KarM  is  the  first  creation  could  not  have/been  due  to  any  such  Karma ;  because 
till  then  none  existed.  / 

90  The  Dadluka  is  made  of  the  curd;  and  in  milk  we  have  the  potentiality  of  the 
curd ;  consequently,  if  latent  potentialities- were  to  bring  about  effects,  the  Da dhika 
could  be  prepared  directly  from  the  milk.  Similarly  the  child  could  perform  the  feats 
of  the  grown-up  man:  as  it  has  all  the  strength  and  energy  of  the  man  lyi™ 
latent  in  it.  J  * 

^  Because  even  when  the  effects  of  the  action  have  been  brought  about,  and 
experienced,  the  action  is  not  destroyed  fas  an  entity  can  never  be  destroyed),  bufc'oon- 
tinues  latent  j  and  if  latent  causes  were  to  bring  about  their  effects,  what  would  be 
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of  latent  potentiality,— then  there  would  be  bondage  (to  the  soul)  (by 
mrma) ,  even  when  this  latter  will  have  already  produced  its  results. 

92.  Because  it  is  held  (by  the  Sfinkhyas)   that  even  on  its  destruc- 
tion (by  fruition)  karma  continues  to  exist  in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality. 
In  fact  even  the  performance  of  an  action  would  be  useless,  as  even  before 
(it  has  been  performed)  its  potentiality  must  exist  (and  this  would  bring 
about  the  result  for  the  sake  of  which  the  action  is  sought  to  be  performed/ 

93.  And  then,  why  is  it  that  you  do  not  postulate  Attachment  (aver- 
sion),  &c., — in  their  latency  (at  the  time  of  creation), — to  be  the  cause  of 
bondage  (of  the  soul)  ?    If  you  say  that  you  accept  karma  (to  be  the  cause 
of  bondage)  because  it  has  not  yet  produced  its  results, — this  cannot  be ; 
because  there  could  not  be  even  a  manifestation  (or  appearance)  of  that 
karma. 

94  Then  again,  Knowledge  could  not  be  the  cause  of  Deliverance ; 
since  it  is  not  a  counter-entity  (contrary )  to  the  potentiality  of  karma  (and  it 
is  this  latter  that  you  hold  to  be  the  only  cause  of  bondage)  ;  for,  assured- 
ly, Knowledge  is  not  in  any  way  contrary  to  the  potentiality  of  karma. 

95.    Though  it  is  understood  that  actions  are,  like  attachment,  &c.: 

there  to  prevent  this  action  from,  producing  its  own,  in  the  shape  of  the  bondage  of  the 
soul  j  and  thus  no  deliverance  would  be  possible. 

&  "  Must  exist,  &o., — because  the  Sdnkhya  holds  that  everything  that  is  done  01 
produced  in,  this  world  already  exists  in  a  latent  state, — finally  in  the  Prakriti, 

9&  Because  at  the  time  of  creation  also,  the  attachment,  <fco.,  of  the  soul  must  be 
continuing  in  their  latent  state,*— why  cannot  you  attribute  the  soul's  bondage  directlj 
to  these  ?  And  why  should  you  seek  for  its  cause  in  the  actions  only  ?  The  sense  oJ 
the  intermediate  objector  is  that  certain  actions,  before  they  had  produced  thei] 
results,  had  been  restrained  in  their  activity,  at  the  time  of  Dissolution,  by  the  desir< 
of  God ;  consequently  inasmuch'  as .  these  have  to  bring  about  their  effects,  it  is  thes< 
that  we  hold  to  be  the  cause  of  bondage.  The  latter  part  of  the  Kariha  rejects  this 
explanation  on  the  ground  that,  if  a  latent  cause  were  to  produce  its  effect,  an  action 
endowed  with  all  its  potentialities,  would  at  ouce  bring  about  its  results,  even  before  th 
action  has  had  time  to  manifest  itself.  The  purport  of  all  this  is  that,  as  shown  in  th< 
foregoing  Kdrika,  an  action  would  (in  accordance  with  the  activity  of  the  latent  cause 
bring  about  its  effects,  even  before  it  is  performed  (and  thereby  manifested)  j  and  as  sue! 
it  could  not  exist,  for  any  length  of  time,  without  bringing  about  its  effects,  in  order  t 
burst  forth,  at  the  time  of  creation.  And  it  is  equally  impossible,  in  accordance  wit' 
your  theory,  for  the  action  not  to  produce  its  result  at  the  time,  as  it  should  appea 
at  the  time  of  creation.  Because,  according  to  you,  an  action  must  produce  its  effect 
straight  off,  as  also  that  the  action  cannot  manifest  itself. 

95  Actions  being  brought  about  by  ignorance,  as  soon  as  knowledge  would  appea: 
the  actions  would  cease  to  be  performed.  But  they  would  still  continue  to  exist  in  the: 
latent  forms ;  and  inasmuch  as  these  potentialities  of  actions  would  not  be  the  effeci 
of  ignorance,  no  amount  of  knowledge  could  remove  them.  And,  according  to  yoi 
atent  causes  also  bring  about  their  effects ;  consequently,  these  latent  potentiality 
of  actions  would  be  sure  of  bringing  about  their  effects  in  the  shape  of  the  soul 
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brought  about  by  ignorance,  yet  Knowledge  cannot  set  aside  these  (actions 
as  existing  in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality). 

96.  That  there  is  destruction  of  actions  by  means  of  Knowledge  is 
not  proved ;  as  is  also  the  theory  that  (through  the  force  of  knowledge) 
the  Action  exhausts  itself  by  producing  its  result  in  the  smallest  degree  (in 
order  to  free  the  knowing  soul  from  bondage), — just  like  some  crime  com- 
mitted by  a  royal  prince  (which  is  let  go  after  only  a  nominal  punishment 
has  heen  inflicted  upon  him). 

97.  If,  even  now-a-days,  an  action  in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality 
were  to  be  the  cause  (of  its  effects),  then  it  would  be  quite  reasonable  to 
speak  of  its  causal  efficiency  even  at  the  time  (of  Dissolution)  when  the 
only  entity  held  (by  you)  to  remain  would  be  the  Prakrti. 

98-99,  In  ordinary  life,  we  find  that  it  is  the  function  (or  active 
state)  of  the  mind  (of  a  person),  that  is  the  cause  of  (his)  actions.  But 
this  (activity  of  the  mind)  does  not  exist  at  the  time  (of  Dissolution). 
And  (even  if  such  activity  of  the  minds  were  possible  at  the  time  of  Dissolu- 
tion), since  (at  that  time)  all  minds  would  be  mixed  up  (in  the  Prakrti), 
there  would  be  an  admixture  (of  their  functions,  and  consequently  also)  of 
the  actions.  Therefore  that  which  is  called  "  Adhik&ra  "  (t.e.»  the  actions 
in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality)  cannot  be  held  to  be  the  cause  of  bondage. 

99-100.  Even  if  "  AdhiJt&ra"  be  taken  to  mean  capability ,  no  separa- 
tion (of  it  from  the  Prakrti  and  the  Soul)  would  be  possible :  as  the  capa- 
bility of  the  soul  to  enjoy  consists  in  his  intelligence,  and  that  o£  Prakrti, 
to  be  enjoyed,  in  its  non-intelligence.  And  these  (capabilities)  are  never 
absent  in  them  (Soul  and  Prakrti). 

bondage,  and  no  Deliverance  would  be  possible.  Therefore  knowledge  cannot  be  held 
to  be  the  means  of  Deliverance. 

W  There  is  no  cause  for  believing  in  a  destruction  of  actions  by  knowledge. 

97  Because  you  hold  thafe  at  the  Dissolution,  all  things  become  dissolved  into,  and 
continue  to  lie  latent  in,  the  Prakrti-( Primordial  matter),-— to  burst  forth  again  into 
creation  at  a  suitable  time,— you  must  admit  that  the  actions  have  their  potentialities 
lying  latent  in  the  same  Prakrti ;  as,  according  to  you,  nothing  can  be  totally  annihi- 
lated. And  thus,  even  at  the  Dissolution,  there  would  be  nothing  to  prevent  the  actions 
from  bringing  about  their  effects. 

98.99  «  Admixture  "—ail  the  minds  and  the  actions  due  to  them  being  mixed  up  in 
the  Prakrti,  the  actions  of  a  soul  in  bondage  might  belong  to  a  sonl  that  has  been 
delivered,  and  vice  versa. 

99-100  Some  people  hold  that  in  the  assertion  that  "  the  cause  of  bondage  is  the 
Adhikdra"  what  is  meant  by  the  word  '  adhiJciera'  is  not  the  potentiality  of  actions  (to 
be  performed),  but  the  capability  of  the  Praltrti  to  le  enjoyed  and  that  of  the  Soul  to 
enjoy.  The  Kdrika  rejects  this  explanation,  on  the  ground  that  neither  the  Prakrti 
nor  the  Soul  could  ever  be  severed  from  this  capability ;  and  as  such,  the  cause  of 
bondage  continuing  for  ever,  there  could  be  no  Deliverance?  just  as  intelligence  never 
leaves  the  Soul,  so,  in  the  samu  manlier,  non-iutelligence  never  le&ves  the  Prakrti. 
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101.  If  Ignorance  be  held  to  be  the  cause  of  the  production  of 
actions, — then  from  the  destruction  of  Ignorance  could  result  only  the  non- 
production  of  (fresh  actions),  and  not  the  cessation  of  the  results  (of 
previous  actions). 

102.  It  is  not  by  means  of  Sense-perception  (Inference),  <fcc.,  that 
Knowledge  is  cognised  to  be  the  cause  of  Deliverance.     For  does  the  Veda 
declare  that  deliverance  results  from  Knowledge,  such  as  it  is  held  to  be 
by  the  8&nlshyas  and  others. 

103.  That  "  Self  is  to  be  known  "  has  not  been  enjoined  with  a  view 
to  the  attainment  of  Deliverance.    All  that  it  indicates  is  the  fact  that 
the    knowledge  of    self  is   a  cause  of   activity   towards  certain    sacri- 
fices. 

104.  And  when  this   (knowledge  of  self)  has  been  recognised  to  be 
(enjoined)  for  the  sake  of  something  else  (i.e.,  engagement  in  sacrifices), 
the  mention  of  results  ("  He  doth  not  return/1  &c.),  that  we  find  (in  con- 
nection with  the  passage — "  The  soul  ought  to  be  known  "),  must  be 
taken  to  be  merely  as  a  valedictory  declaration  (meant  to  praise  up  the 
knowledge  and  its  results  in  the  shape  of  activity  in  sacrifices);  and  as 
for  real  results,  there  can  be  none  other  than  Heaven,  &c.  (mentioned  as 
the  results  of  various  sacrifices) . 

105.  If  Deliverance  be  held  to  be  merely  the  enjoyment  of  pleasures, 
then  it  would  be  synonymous  with  "  Heaven ;"  and  this  is  perishable  (and 
not  eternal  as  you.  hold  Deliverance  to  be). 

106.  Because  nothing  that  has  a  cause  (i.e.,  that  which  is  caused) 

101  The-  destruction  of  the  cause  could  only  result  in  the  non-production  of  its 
further  effects.  Consequently,  even  when  ignorance  would  be  destroyed  by  knowledge, 
all  that  we  could  expect  would  be  that  no  more  actions  would  be  brought  about.  But 
the  destruction  will,  in.  no  way,  be  able  to  affect  the  fruition  of  the  seeds  sown  by  the 
actions  of  the  past ;  for  the  simple  reason  that  this  fruition  is  not  the  effect  of  ignor- 
ance, whose  destruction,  therefore,  could  not  affect  the  former, 

10*  The  Veda,  even  seemingly,  lends  its  support  only  to  such  knowledge  as  is  held 
by  the4Vedanti  to  be  the  means  of  Deliverance. 

108  The  knowledge  discriminating  the  Soul  from  Prakrti  is  of  use  in  the  Jyotishtoma 
and  other  sacrifices  that  lead  to  results  beyond  the  physical  world ;  inasmuch  as,  unless 
the*  Soul  is  learnt  to  be  discriminated  from  the  Body,  how  can  people  believe  that 
such  results  as  are  not  obtainable  in  this  physical  world  could  be  attained  by  men  ? 
And  unless  one  believes  in  the  possibility  of  such  results  being  obtained,  he  can  never 
engage  himself  in  the  performance  of  those  sacrifices  of  which  the  results  are  said  to 
accrue  to  the  performer  in  a  superphysical  world.  Consequently,  it  is  with  a  view  to 
making  people  take  to  the  performance  of  such  sacrifices,  that  the  Soul  is  enjoined  to  be 
distinguished  from  Prakrti*  And  having  this  perceptible  result,  the  said  knowledge 
cannot  be  said  to  have  any  other,  in  the  shape  of  Deliverance,  &c. 

M*  Bondage  consists  of  attachment  to  the  Body ;  and  it  is  the  negation  of  this  that 
constitutes  Deliverance.  Therefore  Deliverance  must  be  held  to  be  the  destruction  of 
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is  ever  known  to  be  imperishable  (eternal),  therefore  one  conld  be  deli- 
vered (i.e.,  Deliverance  would  be  possible)  only  through  the  absence  ol 
the  cause  (of  bondage) — (an  absence)  due  to  exhaustion  (by  fruition)  of 
all  karma  (karma  being  the  sole  cause  of  bondage). 

107.  Barring  its  negative  character,  there  is  no  other  ground  for  the 
eternality  of  Deliverance.    And  no  negation  can  ever  be  the  effect  of  any 
action  (therefore  Deliverance  cannot  be  held  to  be  the  effect  of  Knowledge). 

108.  The  fact  (as  to  the  manner  of  Deliverance)  is  that  for  those  that 
have  come  to  know  of  the  real  character  of  Self, — all  th.eir  past  actions 
having  been  exhausted  by  fruition,  and  there  being  no  subsequent  residue 
(of  actions), — the  body  is  never  again  produced  (and  this  is  what  is  meant 
by  Deliverance).  • 

109.  It  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  enjoying  the  results  of  our  past 
actions  that  our  body  is  produced;  consequently,  when  there  are  no  actions 
(left  to  bring  about  their  results),  there  is  no  cause  left  for  such  produc- 
tions (of  the  body). 

110.  One  desiring  Deliverance,  therefore,  .would  not  engage  in  (i.e.,  per- 
form) such  actions  as  are  either  prohibited  or  are  enjoined  with  a  view  to  the 
attainment  of  certain  (material)  results.    But  he  would  continue  to  per- 
form those  that  are  enjoined  as  necessary  (and  to  he  performed  daily) ; 
and  those  that  are  enjoined  as  to  be  performed  on  certain  specific  occasions 
(such  as  eclipses  and  the  like), — in  order  to  avoid  the  sin  (accruing  from 
the  non-performance  of  such  actions). 

111.  The  effects  (of  the  necessary  sacrifices  f.i.)  are  known  to  result 

the  present  "body  and  the  non-prodvction  of  any  future  body  for  the  particular  Soul. 
Bondage  again  is  due  to  Karma  ;  so  when  Karma  is  destroyed  by  fruition,  the  conse- 
quent Bondage  ceases  by  itself  on  the  cessation  of  its  instigating-  cause  (Karma)  ;  and 
thus  Deliverance  being  of  a  negative  character,  would  be  eternal ;  in  fact  all  total  des- 
tr  net  ion  a  are  eternal  j  and  Deliverance  too  has  been  shown  to  be  only  the  total  destruc- 
tion of  the  present  body>  &c.,  &c. 

101  The  result  of  knowledge  is  what  has  been  explained  above,  in  K.  103. 

108  «  Body  is  never  produced." — Because  it  is  only  Karma  that  brings  about  the  con- 
nnement  of  the  Soul  in  a  body.  Says  the  Kd$ika  ;  "  Since  all  persons  so  delivered  are 
also  found  to  be  knowing  the  character  of  the  self,  therefore  we  mast  admit  that  such 
"knowledge  is  only  an  indirect  auxiliary  aid  to  Deliverance;  but  it  cannot  be  held 
to  be  the  real  direct  final  cause  of  deliverance  "  (see  above). 

11°  This  refers  to  the  following'  objection :  "  If  such  be  the  case,  then  one  who 
desires  Deliverance  would  cease  to  perform  the  actions  enjoined  in  the  Veda;  because 
if  he  were  to  perform  such  actions  lie  would  be  sowing  seeds  for  the  reaping  whereof 
he  should  have  to  take  another  birfch  in  the  physical  world."  The  sense  of  the  Kdnkd 
is  clear. 

"  To  avoid  sin,  $V — If  he  does  not  avoid  sm,  he  will  have  to  be  bom  again,  in 
order  to  reap  the  harvest  of  that  sin. 

HI  This  refers  to  the  following  objection :  "  Even  of  necessary  actions—the  Agni- 
otra  and  "the  like, — certain  results,  in  the  shape  of  Heaven,  <Src.,  are  mentioned  iu  the 
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only  when  they  are  desired  by  the  agent ;  and,  as  such  they  could  not  accrue 
to  one  who  does  not  desire  them.  And  as  this  (aversion  to  results)  exists 
in  one  who  knows  one's  real  self,  ifc  is  in  this  that  such  knowledge  comes 
to  be  of  indirect  use  (to  the  attainment  of  Deliverance). 

112.  It  is  not  at  all  necessary  for  people  who  are  conscious  of  their 
bodies  (as  being  the  only  impediment  to  Deliverance),  to  have  an  idea  of 
Creation  and  Dissolution,  beyond  (their  own  bodies),  with  regard  to  the 
whole  universe. 

1 13.  Therefore  the  theory  of  Creation  and  Dissolution  must  be  admitted 
to  resemble  the  present  every-day  processes  (of  production  and  destruc- 
tion); and  any  particular  idea  of  these  with  regard  to  the  production  and 
destruction  of  the  whole  universe  cannot  be  established,  for  want  of  proofs. 

114-116.  Even  the  existence  of  a  Creator  is  to  be  rejected  in  the  same 
manner  as  an  omniscient  person.  Any  such  Creator  cannot  differ  from 
r^inary  people,  except  through  (an  excess  of)  Dharma;  nor  is  Dharma 
possible  without  performance  (of  actions)  ;  and  performance  is  not  possible 
without  an  idea  (of  the  action  to  be  performed) ;  this  idea  is  not  possible 
except  from  the  Veda;  nor  is  (a  kuowledge  of)  the  Veda  possible  without 
(a  comprehension  of)  words,  &c.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  all 
these  (Words,  &c.,)  existed  before  the  Creator.  And  again,  such  a  creator 
may  be  proved  to  have  been  preceded  by  the  Veda,  on  account  of  His  being 
an  intelligent  being,  like  ourselves  (who  are  preceded  by  the  Veda). 

117.  It  is  impossible  to  give  an  adequate  reply  to  the  people  who 
assert  (the  fact  of  the  Creator  being  preceded  by  the  Veda)  on  the  ground 
of  these  reasonings  (explained  in  K.  114-116).  Therefore  the  followers  of 

Veda ;  consequently,  even  if  «ne  were  to  perform  these  necessary  actions,  he  would 
have  to  be  born  again  for  the  enjoyment  of  these  results."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is 
that  the  person  desiring  Deliverance  performs  these  necessary  actions,  not  with  a  view 
to  their  results,  but  simply  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  sin  accruing  from  the  neglect  of 
the  necessary  actions ;  consequently,  the  results  of  these  actions  can  never  accrue  to 
him.  "  Indirect  uset  $*c" — If  there  were  no  knowledge  of  Self,  the  person  would  not 
have  an  aversion  to  results ;  and  as  such,  he  would  perform  actions  with  a  view  to  their 
results,  which  would  thus  accrue  to  him,  and  he  would  have  to  be  born  again  for  the 
enjoying  of  these  results.  Thus  we  find  that  the  knowledge  of  Self  IB  of  indirect  use, 
in  that  it  indirectly  saves  the  person  from  falling  into  the  meshes  of  actions  and  their 
results. 

1W  In  order  to  establish  the  possibility  of  Bondage  and  Deliverance,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  have  distinct  ideas  of  Creation  and  Dissolution  with  regard  to  the  Body. 
Therefore  the  mention  of  "  Creation "  and  "  Dissolution "  with  regard  to  the  whole 
universe  must  be  taken  to  be  meant  only  to  eulogise  Destiny,  and  hence  to  induce  man 
to  perform  such  sacrifices  as  would  turn  the  tide  of  that  Destiny. 

114.116  Prajapati  cannot  be  accepted  as  the  Creator,  unless  he  be  something  greater 
than  other  persons.  And  as  no  such  greatness  is  possible  without  a  knowledge  of  the 
Veda,  the  Yeda  must  be  accepted  as  having  existed  before  Prajapati. 
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the  Veda  must  explain  the  usage  (of  Words)  as  being  without  a  beginning 

(£e.,  eternal).  9 

118-119.  Those  persons— who,  finding  Sense-perception  inapplicable 
to  the  case,  seek  to  prove,  by  Inference,  the  existence  of  an  Ordainer  of 
the  (meaning  of  the  words)  "cow,"  <fcc.,  on  the  ground  of  these  being 
related  (to  the  objects  denoted),  like  the  words  "  Ditiha?  Ac.  (proper 
names  fixed  by- ourselves), —are  to  be  met  by  this  counter-argument:  'all 
people  come  to  know  the  relation  of  the  words  "  cow  "  (to  their  denotations) 
from  other  people,— because  they  use  the  words,— like  myself.' 

120.  Obj. :  "  If  such  be  the  case,  then  even  the  relations  of  (proper 
names)  'Devadatta,'  <fcc.  (with  the  individuals  they  signify)  would  come 
to  be  eternal  (which. is  absurd,  because  the  persons  themselves  are  not 
eternal)."    Seply :  (Though  the  inferential  argument  just  brought  forward 
would  justify  such  eternality  of  proper  names,  yet)  this  idea  of  eternality 
would  cease  on  account  of  its  contradiction  (and  consequent  rejection)  by 
a  fact  of  Sense-perception  (the  perishableness  of  the  persons  named),— 
specially  as  this  (Sense-perception)  is  more  authoritative  (than  Inference). 

121,  Or,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  case  of  proper  names  too,  the 
denotability  may  be  regarded  as  eternal,  even  though  its  application  (to  a 
particular  individual)  may  be  non-eternal.     And  it  Js  the  non-eternality 
appertaining  to  this  (application)  that  leads  us  to  mistake  the  denotability 
(to  be  non-eternal  also). 

122-123.  In  the  case  of  (common names)  "  Cow, "  Ac.,  however,  there 
is  no  such  mistake;  because,  in  this  case,  the  application  too  is  eternal. 
For,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Relation  (between  the  word  and  its  denotation) 
must  be  admitted  to  exist  before  all  the  people  that  are  found  to  use  it. 
The  relation  being  thus  established  (to  have  existed  before  all  persons  using 
it,  from  times  immemorial),  there  could  be  no  beginning  for  that  relation. 

123-124  If  a  word  be  taken  to  signify  its  meaning  on  the  ground 
of  its  being  used  by  a  trustworthy  person,— and  not  through  its  own 

Ift-iW  «  All  people,  ^c.11— We  find  in  our  own  case,  that  whatever  word  we  use, 
we  use  it  only  in  that  sense  which  we  have  learnt  from  other  people.  So  from  this  fact, 
we  can  conclude  that  all  persons  must  use  words  only  with  such  meanings  as  they  may 
have  learnt  from  other  people. 

128  185  We  find  that  the  relationship  must  exist  before  it  can  be  made  use  of  by 
anyone.  Thus  then,  inasmuch  as  the  word  had  been  found  to  have  been  used,  since 
time  out  of  mind,  to  express  a  cerfcaiu  meaning,  we  must  admit  that  the  peculiar  rela- 
tionship between  the  word  and  that  meaning  must  have  existed,  even  before  that  time. 
Consequently  the  relationship  cannot  be  conceived  of  as  having  a  beginning  in  time,  i.e., 
we  must  admit  it  to  be  eternal. 

1*8.18*  The  BKashya  says  that  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  originator  of.  the  rela- 
tionship; and  that  therefore,  there  can  be  no  such  originator  j  and  the  significance  of 
words  must  rest  wholly  upon  themselves,  and  nofc  upon  any  personal  agency. 
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inherent  denotabih'ty  —  ,  then,  how  is  it  that  we  have  no  cognisance  (either 
direct  or  recalled  to  memory)  of  the  trustworthiness  (of  that  person  )  P 

124-U25.  For  example,  the  Bauddhas,  so  long  as  they  do  not  recognise 
an  assertion  to  emanate  from  Buddha,  <fcc.  (their  trustworthy  source),  they 
do  not  accept  it  as  true,  even  though  there  may  be  an  idea  brought  about 
by  the  sentence, 

125-126.  05;  .  :  "  But  when  a  certain  conventional  rule  is  laid  down 
by  someone  (as  that  *  ft  and  al  '  should  be  known  as  *  v?ddhi  '),  people  accept 
n  and  ai  to  be  styled  e  vrddhi,9  even  when,  subsequently,  they  cease  to  re- 
member Paniui  (the  originator  of  the  rule).  Therefore  the  remembrance 
of  the  originator  cannot  be  regarded  as  necessary.  "  Reply  :  But  the 
aphorism  itself,  carrying  with  it.  the  name  of  Panini,  would  lead  to  an  idea 
of  Panini  (being  the  trustworthy  originator  of  the  rule). 

127.  Then  again  (in  the  case  of  the  word  "  cow  "),  we  have  no  asser- 
tion (of  the  rule)  iu  the  form  that  "  the  word  cow  is  to  apply  to  the  object 
with  the  dewlap,  &c."  In  fact  it  is  impossible  to  make  any  such  (asser- 
tion), because  the  words  ("  dewlap,  $•(?.),  (of  which  the  assertion  consists) 
could  not  have  got  their  owa  relations  (with  their  individual  denotations) 
known  at  that  time. 

128-129.  For  these  reasons  we  could  in  no  way  have  any  comprehen- 
sion, without  (an  idea  of)  the  originator  (of  the  meaning  of  the  word), 


Those  who  take  their  stand  upon  the  trustworthiness  of  the  source  of  the 
assertion,  do  not  accept  the  truthfulness  of  any  assertion  until  they  have  found  that 
it  baa  emanated  from  one  of  these  trustworthy  sources.  So,  if  we  held  to  the  view 
that  a  word  can  denote  a  meaning,  only  on  account  of  the  veracity  of  the  originator 
of  its  connection  with  that  meaning,  then,  in  the  case  of  every  word,  we  would  stand 
in  need  of  an  idea  of  the  originator  of  the  significance  of  that  word,  in  order  to  be 
sure  of  the  meaning  applied  being  authorised  by  a  trustworthy  origin. 

1W.1&&  This  refers  to  Panini'  &  Sntra  —  f  Vrddhirddaic  '  (I—  i—  1).  The  sense  of  the 
reply  is  that  as  soon  as  the  S«4?*a  is  cognised,  it  is  directly  known  as  one  of  Panini'g 
Sutras;  consequently  the  Sutra  must  be  held  to  cany,  within  itself,  the  authority  of 
Panini's  name.  Therefore  every  idea  of  the  Sutra  and  its  meaning  is  necessarily  accom- 
panied by  an  idea  of  the  originator  of  the  S.utm.  This  is  found  to  be  the  case  with  all 
words  whose  trustworthiness  depends  upon  the  character  of  their  originator. 

W  Unless  the  meanings  of  the  words,  '  dewlap,*  '  animal,'  &c.,  are  all  known 
generally  and  distinctly*  how  could  they  be  used  in  laying  down  any  rules,  <fec.  If  one 
rule  were  held  to  be  based  upon  another  set  of  rules,  pertaining  to  each  word  of  the 
assertion,  then  these  latter  rules  would  stand  in  need  of  another  set  of  rules,  and  so  on 
and  on,  ad  infinitum. 

iS8.l*£  In  the  case  of  visible  things,  such  comprehension  is  quite  possible;  only 
because  such  things  are  capable  of  being  verified  by  other  means  of  right  notion.  In 
another  case,—  where  f  .i.  Pauini  lays  down  the  rule  that  "  one  should  use  the  Sanskrit 
word  '  flctu-V  and  not  the  vernacular  word  '  Giivi,'  because  in  using  the  former  we  acquire 
A  certain,  Yirtne,"  —  where  tire  Virtue  is  not  capable  of  being  verified  by  any  other 
means  of  knowledge,  if  we  tse  the  word  '  Oaiih  »  in  preference  to  the  others,  we  would 
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Though  in  the  case  of  the  words  referring  to  ordinary  perceptible  facts — 
such  as  the  case  of  "  Vrddhi  "  noticed  above — such  comprehension  may  be 
possible,— yet  in  a  case  where  the  rule  is  based  npon  Dkarma  only  (an  imper- 
ceptible thing),  we  could  have  no  sure  comprehension,  without  (an  idea 
of  the  rule  emanating  from  an  authoiitative  source)  Panini. 

129-130.  And  again,  the  comprehension  of  the  letter  A  in  "  A$wal&- 
yana,"  brought  about  by  the  change  of  the  simple  A  (in  Afwalayana)  into 
the  broad  A  (in  A$walayana= relating  to  A^walMyana} — (in  accordance  with 
a  rule  of  Panini*s  that  if  the  nominal  affix  kit  be  added  to  a  noun,  the  first 
vowel  is  broadened), — is  never  recognised  to  be  correct  until  it  is  known 
that  the  change  is  in  accordance  with  a  rule  laid  down  by  Panini. 

130-131.  In  the  ease  of  visible  objects,  there  may  or  may  not  be  an 
idea  of  the  originator  (of  the  word)  ;  but  as  for  the  use  (of  words)  in  the 
Veda  (where  for  the  most  part  only  invisible  transcendental  things  are 
spoken  of),  such  (use)  would  not  be  possible  without  a  remembrance  of 
the  originator  (of  the  meanings  of  words). 

,  131*132.  How  do  you  apply  the  word  "  Cow  "  to  the  cows  existing 
in  inaccessible  places  ?  If  it  be  said  that  certain  persons  (who  have  managed 
to  get  to  the  place)  have  seen  them  (and  found  them  to  agree  with  the 
denotation  of  the  word  "  Cow/*) — then  (we  may  ask)  why  could  not  the  (all- 
powerful)  originator  (of  the  meanings  of  words,  as  accepted  by  our  oppo* 

be  sure  of  having  what  is  right,  only  if  we  remembered  the  fact  of  the  restriction  baying 
been  laid  down  by  a  trustworthy  person. 

1X9,180  The  word  *  AgivalfyanaJ  when  pronounced  with  a  broad  *<*'  (in  the  begin* 
ning),  could  never  be  believed  to  signify  f  relating  ta  Aqwaldyana?  unless  we  knew  that 
the  word  *  Agivalayana '  had  undergone  a  change  on  account  of  the  addition  of  the  bit 
affix, — a  change  authorised  by  a  trustworthy  lawgiver,  Panini. 

180.181  Inasmuch  as  we  have  no  idea  of  such  an  originator  as  that  spoken  of  in 
K.  128,  the  denotation  of  a  word  cannot  be  based  upon  the  fact  of  its  emanating-  from 
a  trustworthy  source ;  and  consequently  the  Word  must  bo  accepted  to  denote  its 
moaning,  by  its  own  inherent  denotative  potency,  which  is  uncaused  and  eternal. 

18U82  ia  Sutra  5,  we  have  the  word  '  Auyatireka* ;  and  this  word  is  explained  as 
absence  of  any  incompatibility,  either  (1)  in  time,  or  (2)  in  place,  between  the  Word  and 
its  Denotation.  In  connection  with  tins,  the  Bhashya  explains  that,  just  as  we  find 
the  word  c  Cow  *  in  one  place,  denoting  the  animal  with  the  dewlap,  $X, — so  would  we 
also  find  in  all  other  places,  be  they  howsoever  inaccessible.  And  consequently,  inas- 
much as  no  human  originator  could  reach  these  inaccessible  places,  how  could  the 
signification  of  the  word  '  Cow  *  (embracing  as  it  does  also  inaccessible  cows)  be  based 
upon  the  authority  of  any  such  personal  agency  ?  For  this  reason,  the  Denotation  must 
be  accepted  as  being  due  to  the  inherent  denotative  potency  of  the  word  itself. 

With  the  present  Rarika.  begins  a  ,serlea  of  objections  against  this  interpretation  of 
the  Bhashya ;  and  the  sense  of  these  is  that  the  MImansaka  could  not  be  sure  of  the 
word  c  Cow  *  being  not  incompatible  with  the  inaccessible  cows.  "  Could  never  be  restrain-' 
cd,  Jf-'c.*' — and  as  sack  the  word  could  very  well  have  iia  signification  busied  upon  the 
trustworthiness  of  a  porsuual  ageuoy. 
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neni)  go  there  ?  Certainly  being  all-supreme  (God)  His  accession  to  any 
place  could  never  be  restrained. 

133-134.  As  for  the  meeting  together  of  the  many  (originators  of 
word-meanings),  who  could  deny  a  meeting  convened  for  a  special  (im> 
portant)  purpose  ?  While,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  rule  laid  down  in  one 
place  (by  one  person)  is  used  by  people  in  every  other  place — e.g.,  the  rale 
with  regard  to  "FftMfct11  (laid  down  by  Panini).  Therefore  it  is  only 
the  second  interpretation  (absence  of  incompatibility  in  time)  that  can 
be  accepted  as  correct. 

134*135*  If  someone  were  to  assert  that  the  origination  of  tbe  rela- 
tions (of  words  and  meanings)  is  based  upon  certain  other  relations  that  art 
accepted  to  be  already  existing,— then,  it  would  be  hard  to  say  which  (words 
and  relations)  are  the  self-established  ones  (not  requiring  human  agency). 

135*136.  Because  it  is  not  right  to  assert  that  words,  other  than 
tbose  known  now-a-days,  are  those  that  existed  before  (and  on  whict 
the  origination  of  the  meanings  of  the  present  words  is  based).  Nor  do  w« 
perceive  any  difference  among  the  words  that  are  in  use  at  the  present  time 
(and  hence  we  cannot  assert  some  of  these  to  have  existed  before  th 
origination). 

W.1B4  Thi«  refers  to  the  objection  raised  in  the  Bhfohya  against  the  theory  of  tl 
significance  of  words  being  baaed  upon  the  trustworthiness  of  personal  agencies.    Tl 
objection  is  that,  inasmuch  as  there  must  be  many  such  trustworthy  persons,  ^ 
could  nob  know  that  all  of  them  agree  on  the  point  of  the  rules  regarding  the  signific 
tion  of  words.    The  sense  of  the  Karikd  is  that  such  important  issues  depending  upon 
committee  of  the  trustworthy  persons,  it  is  just  possible  that  there  may  be  auoh 
meeting;  but  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  that  no  snch  committee  is  neoesaar 
"  Second  interpretation." — It  has  been   shown  that  the  interpretation  of  the  wo 
'  avyatireka1 — as  'absence  of  incompatibility  in  place* — will  not  do;  as  that  will  effe 
our  own  theory  as  much  as — if  not  more  than— that  of  our  opponent.    Therefore  i 
must  take  it  in  the  sense  of  'absence  of  incompatibility  in  time3;  that  is  to  say,  th€ 
is  no  point  of  time  at  which  the  word  c  Cow *  does  not  signify  the  animal  with  the  dewli 
8fc»    As  for  the  aforesaid  personal  agencies,  these  could  not  exist  at  the  time 
Dissolution ;  and  hence  this  interpretation  will  completely  demolish  the  position  of  < 
opponent.    In  our  own  case  we  could  explain  the  significance  of  words  as  being  bat 
upon  their  own  denotative  potency,  which  continues  at  all  times, — a  fact  proved  by  th 
use  in  the  Fedo,    Thus  then,  there  can  be  no  incompatibility  in  time  between  the  W< 
and  its  denotation. 

IM.ift*  This  refers  to  the  Shashya :  If  no  denotations  were  admitted  to  le  *elf  autl 
itdtive,  then  no  new  significations  could  be  attributed  to  wordst  8fc.t  frc,  (of.  Kdrika  12 
Some  people  desire  to  escape  from  this  dilemma  by  declaring  that  they  admit  of 
self-sufficiency  of  certain  words  (in  affording  their  denotation) .  /The  sense  of  the  Km 
is  that  thw  is  not  possible ;  because  it  cannot  be  rightly  defined  which  are  the  few  w< 
that  are  self-sufficient  in  their  denotativeneas. 

i«U8«  "jyofc  right  "—-because  nobody  knows  -of  any  such  words  as  existed  be 
and  have  ceased  to  exist  now. 
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1*36*137.  Barring  the  eternality  of  the  Word  and  its  Meaning,  there 
could  be  no  other  reason  for  (holding  the  eternality  of  the  -Relation 
(he t ween  the'se).  Therefore  (since  the  eternality  of  Words  and  Meanings 
has  been  proved  above)  in  the  Veda,  there  can  be  no  beginning  for  the 
relation  (between,  them). 

137*138.  The  inference  of  the  origination  of  the  relations  (between 
Words  and  Meanings)  is  negatived  by  the  fact  of  the  absence  of  any 
means  (of  asserting  or  laying  down  that  relation) ;  and  as  for  the  inference 
of  the  non-assertibility  (of  a  pre-established  relation  by  us),  it  is  set  aside 
by  a  fact  of  direct  perception, 

138-139.  The  only  means  of  comprehending  the  meaning  of  words 
lies  in  perceiving  (and  noting)  the  repeated  comprehensions  by  experienced 
people  (of  words  uttered,  by  other  experienced  persons).  And  certainly 
this  means  is  found  to  fail  with  regard  to  (i.e.,  can  be  of  no  avail  to)  people, 
who  do  not  comprehend  the  relation  (between  words  and  meanings,  prior 
to  the  laying  down  of  the  rule).  ** 

186.147  We  have  proved,  in  the  section  on  *  Words,'  that  the  Word  is  eternal ;  and 
also,  in  the  section  on  *  Akrti  *  that,  its  denotation  is  eternal.  And  then,  inasmuch 
aa  no  Word  can  he  used  without  a  meaning,  we  cannot  bat  accept  (even  on  the  sole 
ground  of  the  eternality  of  Words  and  their  Denotations),  the  eternality  of  the  relation- 
ship between  them. 

1&1.1S3  One  who  would  give  birth  to  the  denotative  relationship  of  words,  could  never 
utter  any  sentences  himself ;  inasmuch  as  he  would  not  recognise  any  pre-established 
meanings  of  words.  And  as  he  could  not  utter  any  sentences,  how  could  he  lay  down 
any  rules  with  regard  to  the  meanings  of  words  (of .  K.  127  and  134-85)  ?  On  the  other 
hand,  those  who,  like  us,  accept  the  pre-established  eternal  relationship  of  words  and 
denotations,  can  very  well  lay  down  and  explain  to  others,  in  well-chosen  words  and  sen* 
tences,  the  fact  of  such  and  such  a  word  having  such  and  such  a  meaning ;  consequently, 
the  argument  of  the  opponent— that  *a  young  boy  could  not  understand  any  sentences, 
because  he  would  not  know  the  meanings  of  the  words  used ' — becomes  refuted  by  the 
perceptible  fact  that  when  certain  words  and  .their  denotations  hare  been  explained  to  a 
young  boy,  he  readily  comprehends  the  meaning  of  the  sentences  composed  of  those 
words.  And  no  amount  of  Inference  can  shake  the  truthfulness  of  this  perceptible  fact. 

189.189  it  cannot  be  asserted  that  the  MimtinaaTca  cannot-  make  any  assertions  with 
regard  to  the  relations  of  words.  Because,  in  the  first  place,  according  to  the  Jfiiium* 
sakat  no  such  assertion  is  necessary ;  as  yoang  boys  come  to  comprehend  the  meanings 
of  words  by  picking  up  a  word  here  and  a  word  there,  out  of  the  conversations  of 
older  people.  And  then  this  knowledge  comes  to  be  supplemented  by  the  explanations 
that  he  is  favoured  with  from  these  old  people,  who  are  cognisant  with  previously 
established  relationships,  and  are  capable  of  making  any  number  of  assertions  with 
regard  to  these.  For  our  opponent,  on  the  other  hand,  none  of  this  would  be  possible ; 
because  before  the  meanings  will  have  been  laid  down  for  him  by  his  trustworthy 
persons,  they  did  not  exist  for  him ;  and  as  such,  in  what  words  could  the  *  trust* 
worthy  person  *  express  the  relationships,  that  he  meant  a  certain  word  to  bear  a 
definite  meaning  ?  Nor  could  the  trustworthy  guide  carry  on  any  conversations,  from 
which  you  could  pick  your  knowledge  of  the  words. 
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139-140.  Even  such  means,  as  gestures  of  the  hand,  <fcc.,  could  nofc 
exist  afc  the  first  actions  (at  the  beginning  of  creation).  Because  the 
meaning  of  these  (gestures)  could  not  he  known  unless  there  were  other 
persons  (using  them). 

140-142.  (According  to  us)  the  young  inexperienced  observer  (1)  per- 
ceives the  word,  the  experienced  persons,  and  the  object  (talked  of — the 
cow  f.i.),  by  his  senses  '(the  Ear  and  the  Eye), — (2)  cognises,  the  fact  of  the 
hearer  (the  directed  experienced  person)  having  understood  (the  meaning 
of  the  word  uttered  by  the  older  experienced  person  directing  him  to  *  fetch 
the  cow '  f.i. ),  by  (a  process  of)  Inference  based  upon  the  action  (of  the  order- 
ed person, — going  and  fetching  the  cow), — and  (3)  lastly,  he  comes  to  recog- 
nise, the  fact  of  denotability  resting  upon  both  (the  denoting  Word  and  the 
denoted  Meaning),  through  Apparent  Inconsistency  based  upon  the  fact  of  the 
inexplicability  [°^  *ne  action  of  the  directed  person,  except  on  the  ground 
of  the  denotability  of  tho  Meaning  (the  object  cow)  by  the  word  "  Cow"  ; 
and  the  consequent  resting  of  tho  denotability  in  both  Word  and  Meaning]. 
Hence  wo  find  that  the  relation  (between  Word  and  its  Meaning)  is  com- 
prehended by  (the  joiut  action  of)  three  means  of  right  notion  (Sense- 
perception,  Inference  and  Apparent  Inconsistency). 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  Samlandhaksh&paparihara* 


1&9.140  ifc  cannot  be  urged  that — "  Sentences  are  not  the  only  means  of  explaining 
the  meanings  of  words  j  as  Gestures  could  be  easily  used  for  that  purpose."  Because  even 
Gestures  could  explain  only  such  meanings  as  would  be  known  to  have  been  established 
beforehand  as  expressible  by  such  Gestures.  And  hence  Gestures  could  not  help  you 
any  further  than  the  Words  whose  meanings  are  laid  down  for  you  by  trustworthy 
persons.  Further,  it  is  only  when  we  find  one  person  performing  a  certain  act 
in  accordance  with  the  Gestures  of  some  other  person,  that  we  realise  that  Gesture  to 
be  significant  of  that  act ;  there  can  be  no  other  means  of  comprehending  the  meanings 
of  Gestures.  But  at  the  beginning  of  Creation,  there  could  not  have  been  any  person 
to  understand,  and  act  according  to,  the  Gestures  of  the  Creator.  Consequently,  even 
the  help  of  Gestures  does  not  carry  you  a  step  further  than  your  former  theory  "with 
regards  to  Words  having  their  relationships  laid  down  by  trustworthy  persons. 

140.48  The  tfytiyara'tntikara  interprets  the  last  line  in  a  different  way :  It  takes 
it  to  mean  that,  though  Sense-perception  and  Inference  help  in  the  cognition  of  the 
relationship,  yet  it  is  only  Apparent  Inconsistency  which  is  the  direct  and  immediate 
means  of  its  cognition.  The  translation,  however,  follows  the  interpretation  of  the 
#<*$£&«,  by  preference, — inasmuch  as  the  VartiUa  itself,  calling  the  cognition  of  the 
Belationship  *  tripramtina'ka,?  does  not  appear  to  have  made  any  difference  in  the  degree 
of  help  accorded  by  each  of  the  three  means  of  cognition.  The  difference  in  the  .two 
interpretations  however  ia  not  of  much  consequence, — as  it  comes  to  the  same  thing, 
alter  all. 
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(Simon  17,) 
GITMAKSHE  PA-PAEIHlltA. 

1.  The  two  arguments,  —  tliat  have  been  advanced  above  (in  the 
chapter  on  "  Gitrakshtpa  ")  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  "  CKMt"  &c.,  not  having 
any  resnlts  (in  the  shape  of  cattle,  <fcc.)t  —  have  their  premises-  unproved 
(i.e.,  false);  because  the  immediateness  (of  the  result  after  the  action) 
is  not  laid  down  (in  the  Veda). 

2*  The  immediateness  (of  the  appearance  of  the  result  after  the 
action)  cannot  be  held  even  to  be  indirectly  implied  (by  the  passage  en- 
joining the  performance  of  the  CitrS  for  the  sake  of  acquiring  cattle); 
because,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not  impossible  for  tbe  results  of  actions 
to  appear  without  some  specification  (with  regard  to  time  or  place,  &c») 

3-4.    Since  actions  become  mixed  up  with  one  another  with  regard 

1  This  refers  to  the  reply  given  by  the  Ehashya  to  the  arguments  on  *  Citraksliepa.' 
The  passage  referred  to  is  the  following  t  *  nahi  grvyate  krfe  Tcarmani  tavatyeva  phalam.9 
The  Citrakshepa  argument  is  mentioned  in  the  Bhashya  thus:  "  Karmakale  Jtorma- 
phalena  bhavitavyam,  Yatkalam  hi  mardanam  tatkalam  ma  rdanasukham  na  Mlantaram*' 
And  this  latter  has  been  resolved  by  the  Yartilca  into  two  distinct  arguments? 
(1)  "  The  Citrd  sacrifice  cannot  have  the  acquisition  of  cattle  for  its  result,  —  because  it 
does  not  hring  the  cattle  in  its  time,  —  like  the  Bath,  <fec.JI  ;  (2)  "  Cattle  cannot  be  ac- 
quired by  means  of  the  Citrd  sacrifice,  —  because  at  the  time  of  the  obtaining  of  cattle, 
the  Gitra  does  not  exist,—  like  the  attainment  of  Heaven."  Both  these  arguments  are 
to  be  refuted  in  the  present  section  ;  and  the  present  Kanka  strikes  at  the  premises.  The 
sense  of  the  Rdrika  is  that  the  premises—"  because  the  GitrS  does  not  bring  the  cattle 
in  its  oivn  time  "  —  is  false  j  because  the  action's  *  own  time  '  is  not  the  time  immediately 
following  its  completion;  because  the  relationship  between  the  Action  and  its 
Result  can  be  cognised  only  from  the  Veda  j  and  the  Yeda  does  not  declare  that  the 
Result;  is  to  follow  immediately  after  the  Action.  Consequently  by  the  expression 
'  action's  own  time*  (Karmdkala)  we  must  understand  that  particular  time  at  which,  all 
impediments  having  disappeared,  the  fruition,  01  the  latent  potency  generated  by 
the  Action  in  the  past  manifests  itself  ;  and  as  this  would  be  the  exact  time  for  the 
appearance  of  the  Result,  there  would  be  nothing  incongruous  in  the  non-appearance 
of  the  cattle  immediately  after  the  completion  of  the  Citra  sacrifice. 

*  <c  Because^  fa.'*—  If  we  found  that  the  Action  could  not  bring  about  the  Result, 
unless  some  specification  of  time  and  place  is  made,  then,  through  Apparent  Inconsist- 
ency, we  could  have  made  the  passage  enjoining  the  Citra  sacrifice  to  imply  a  specifi- 
cation of  time,—  inz.  .-  that  the  result  of  the  sacrifice  would  follow  immediately  after 
the  completion  of  the  sacrifice.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  we  find  that  the  result 
of  the  Citrd  sacrifice  can  as  reasonably  appear  during  this  life,  as  during  the  next  5 
and  hence  we  have  no  Inconsistency  of  either  ,time  or  place,  On  which  we  could  fell 
back,  for  the  implication  of  your  "  immediateness  of  sequence."  The  peculiar  potency 
of  sacrifices  is  such  that,  once  performed,  it  persists  for  any  length  of  time,  till  the 
Result  has  been  fully  accomplished, 

«-*  TMa  meets  the  following  argument:  "We  infer  such  immediateneB*  of  the 
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to  space,  time,  &c.f  and  it  often  happens  that  the  result  of  one  action  has 
been  only  half-realised,  therefore  the  fruition  of  one  action  is  often  found  to 
be  deferred  (to  appear  at  some  future  time).  Therefore  the  idea  of 
immediateness  must  be  regarded  as  groundless. 

4*5.  The  fact  of  Sense-perception,  <fcc.,  not*  agreeing  with  (support- 
ing the  declaration  in  question),  it  does  not  in  any  way  vitiate  the  (validity 
of)  its  Verbal  Authority.  Because  the  disagreement  (of  Sense-perception) 
with  regard  to  immediateness  cannot  in  any  way  set  aside  the  injunction 
whose  application  is  free  from  any  specification  (of  either  time  or  place) ; 
inasmuch  as  the  defects  of  the  two  (the  Sense-perception  and  Injunction) 
are  totally  different. 

6.  (On  the  contrary)  it  is  the  inference  of  immediateness,  which  you 
deduce  from  the  similar  instance  of  the  "  rubbing," — that  would  be  re- 

Result  from  the  nature  of  actions  in  general/'  The  sense  of  the  Kdrikd  is  that  when 
once  a  certain  action  has  begun  to  bring  about  its  results,  even  if  actions  be  performed 
their  fruition  will  be  postponed  till  all  the  results  of  the  former  action  have  been 
acquired.  Such  being  the  case,  and  we  finding,  in  every-day  life,  one  Acbion  follow- 
ing so  closely  on  the  heel  of  another  as  to  become  mixed  up,  it  is  not  possible  for  the 
results  of  all  actions  to  follow  immediately  after  the  completion  of  the  Actions.  8ay0 
the  NydyaratnaJeara :  "In  ordinary  experience  we  find  that  certain  actions,  by  their 
very  nature,  have  their  results  removed  from  them ;  e.g.,  the  operations  of  agricnU 
jjure  |  some  have  their  results  removed  on  account  of  certain  specialities  of  time,  place, 
<Stc. ;  while  in  the  case  of  others,  it  may  happen  that  the  results  of  some  other  Action 
may  not  have  been  completed.  For  these  reasons  the  idea  of  the  immediateneBs  of 
the  sequence  of  the  Result  cannot  but  be  false/' 

*-*  This  refers  to  the  objections  brought  forward  in  Karikfo  2-3  of  *  CitrMshepa.* 
The  sense  of  the  reply  embodied  in  the  present  Kdrikd  is  that  the  fact  of  the 
cattle  not  being  seen  to  appear  immediately  after  the  completion  of  the  Citra  sacrifice 
cannot  in  any  way  adversely  affect  the  Injunction  of  this  sacrifice;  inasmuch  aa 
the  Injunction  does  not  specify  the  time  for  the  appearance  of  the  Cattle  as  being 
that  which  follows  immediately  after  the  sacrifice.  "The  objects  of  the  two  are 
<J*jfer«wt."-~The  non-perception  of  the  Cattle  is  restricted  to  the  time  immediately 
following  the  sacrifice  j  whereas  the  Injunction  lays  down  merely  the  acquisition  of 
the  Cattle,  without  any  restriction  of  time.  Consequently  the  fact  of  the  non- 
perception  of  the  Cattle  immediately  after  the  sacrifice  does  not  contradict  the  fact 
of  the  appearance  (and  perception)  of  the  Result  at  some  other  time ;  and  as  such 
appearance  of  the  Result  would  be  quite  in  keeping  with  the  Injunction,*— and  it  has. 
been  shown  to  be  not  incompatible  with  the  fact  of  the  non-appearance  of  the  Cattle 
immediately  after  the  sacrifice,— therefore  we  do  not  see  how  the  Injunction  can  be  in 
any  way  set  aside  by  such  limited  non-perception  of  the  Cattle.  In  fact,  if  tbe 
Cattle  were  to  appear  at  some  other  time  than  that  at  which  the  sacrifice  is  finished, 
—that  alone  would  be  compatible,  both  with  the  Injunction  (which  specifies  no  time), 
and  the  said  non-perception. 

*  The  opponent  has  argued  that  the  Result  of  the  Action  roust  always  follow 
immediately  after  it, — as  we  find  in  the  case  of  massage.  The  meaning  of  the  Korika* 
is  that  what  is  proved  by  the  Inference  based  upon  this  Instance  is  the  immediate 
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jected  by  the  "  non-perception  "  (of  the  cattle  immediately  after  the 
sacrifice) ;  inasmuch  as  both  refer  to  the  same  object. 

7.  (In  ordinary  life)  we  find  that  6ren  in  the  case  of  actions — as  the 
attendance  on  one's  master— the  ends  of  which  aro  quite  visible,  even, 
thoagh  the  result  (the  satisfaction  of  the  Master)  has  been  accomplished, 
yet,  through  some  impediment  or  other  (either  seen  or  unseen),  it  takes  a 
long  time  in  manifesting  itself  (in  the  shape  of  rewards,  <fcc.) 

8-9.  The  final  result  (in  the  shape  of  the  harvest)  does  not  follow  as 
soon  as  the  corn  is  sown.  If  it  be  said  that  in  the  case  of  the  corn  we 
have  an  immediate  effect  in  the  shape  of  the  sprout  (growing  out  of  the  corn 
sown), — then  (in  the  case  of  the  Sacrifices  whose  result  is  the  attainment 
of  Heaven )  we  may  hold  that  the  Heaven  results  immediately  after  the 
Sacrifice)  (in  a  subtle  and  etherial  form)  and  it  takes  time  to  mate- 
rialise into  a  condition  of  being  enjoyed.  For,  in  the  case  of  every  effect 
being  produced  (from  a  cause),  there  is  a  certain  marked  sequence  in  the 
process  (of  its  production),  which  is  natural  to  each  and  every  one  of 
them. 

10.  Even  if  (by  the  instance  of  rubbing)  you  seek  to  prove  the  fact 
of  the  Citr&9  &e.t .  having  immediate  results,  then  too,  your  argument 

sequence  of  the  Result  to  the  Action;  and  as  it  is  tbe  immediate  sequence  that  ia  nega- 
tived by  the  fact;  of  the  non-appearance  of  the  Cattle  immediately  after  the  sacrifice, 
and  as  this  Inference  would  he  opposed  to  a  fact  of  Perception  (negative),  it  is  the  former 
that  should  be  rejected,  and  not  the  latter. 

1  Another  instance  is  that  of  the  effects  produced  by  medicines,  which  appear 
sometimes  very  long  after  the  medicines  hare  been  administered. 

8-9  If  it  be  argued,  that  In  the  case  of  the  Corn,  there  is  an  immediate  result  in 
the  shape  of  the  minute  form,  which  takes  some  time  to  develop  into  the  final  result 
of  the  Harvest,  on  account  of  the  natural  impediments  in  the  way^  of  its  attainment*—* 
then,  we  can  say  the  same  thing  with  regard  to  the  case  of  Heaven,  &o.,  also,  that 
are  brought  about  by  means  of  sacrifices.  We  might  argue  that  after  each  sacrifice  there 
is  immediately  produced  its  result,  in  a  subtle  form,  which  takes  some  time  to  become 
sufficiently  materialised  for  actual  delectation,  because  of  certain  natural  impediments 
in  the  way  of  such  accomplishment.    And  in  both  these  cases,  the  orderly  process, 
beginning  with  the  appearance  of  the  result  in  its  subtle  form  and  ending  with  its 
ultimate  realisation,  would  be  only  natural ;  the  interruption,  in  both  cases  being  due 
to  natural  impediments  in  the  way  of  immediate  accomplishment.    Thus  then,  from 
the  fact  of  our  non-perception  of  the  attainment  of  Heaven,  or  of  Cattle,  immediately 
after  the  completion  of  the  Dar^a-Pwrnamos j,  or  the   Citra,  sacrifice,  cannot  lead  us 
to  the  inference  that  the  sacrifices  can  have  no  such  results. 

W  The  translation  follows  the  reading  *  anantar&phalatwam,'  which  has  been 
accepted  by  the  JT<ifi*<7.  The  Nyayaratnakara  however  reads  '  anantmyhalatwam  > ; 
and  explains  it  thus  :  "  If  by  the  non-perception  of  the  immediate  result  of  the  Oitrtl 
sacrifice,  you  seek  to  prove  the  fact  of  there  being  no  such  immediate  results, -then, 
inasmuch  as  we  also  accept  the  fact  of  the  results  not  being  immediate,  all  your  effor 
would  be  useless,  as  yon  would  be  proving  what  we  also  accept  as  true,'1  Bat  this 
48 
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becomes  redundant,  proving  only  what  we  also  admit ;  for  (we  also  admit 
of  such,  immediate  production  of  the  result  in  a  subtle  etberial  form); 
or  else,  how  could  we  have  the  fully-developed  results  at  any  other  time 
(if  we  had  no  sprout-like  germination  in  the  beginning)  ? 

11-12.  Finding  a  discrepancy  in  the  case  of  service  and  other  per- 
ceptible means  (i,e.t  finding  that  service,  &c.,  do  not  always  bring  about 
the  results  in  the  shape  of  cattle,  wealth,  &c.),— we  must  admit  that  for  the 
acquirement-  of  cattle  (in  this  life)  there  is  some  unseen  cause,  other  than  thosip 
that  we  can  perceive  (to-day ),  And  then,  too,  the  application  of  the  causes, 
other  than  what  we  accept,  is  groundless ;  inasmuch  as  such  agencies 
as  fchose  of  "God's  wish"  (held  by  the  Vat&ahikui),  "Potency"  (of 
Matter  and  Soul,  held  by  the  Sankhyas)  and, the  like,  have  been  shown  to 
have  neither  Verbal  Authority  nor  Reasonable  Premises,  Ac.,  in  support  of 
them.  Therefore  we  must  accept,  on  the  strength  of  Verbal  Authority, 
the  Qitra  sacrifice  performed  at  some  time  (either  during  this  or  in  some 
previous  life)  as  being  the  cause  of  the  obtaining  of  cattle. 

13.  The  bringing  about  (of  cattle)  cannot  be  said  to  be  without,  any 
cause.    Because  (the  necessity  of  every  effect  having  a  cause  having  been 
proved  by  all  the  means  of  right  notion)  all  the  means  of  right  notion 
cannot  be  invalid.     In  fact,  in  the  present  case,  the  Word  (i.e.,  the  Veda) 
indicating  an  adequate  cause  (of  the  acquirement  of  cattle :  in  the  shape 
of  the  QitrH  sacrifice)  cannot  be  said  to  be  invalid  (untrustworthy). 

14.  And  those,  who  hold  that  the  results  of  the  Gitra,  &G.t  must 
appear  in  this  very  life,  will  not  be  able  to  show  any  cause  for  the  appear- 
ance of  their  results  (cattle,   &c.),  in  favour  of  those  who  have  never 
performed  those  sacrifices  during  their  present  lives. 

reading  and  its  explanation  do  not  quite  clear  up  the  last  foot  of  the  Kdrika.  Hence 
the  preference  given  to  the  reading  adopted  in  the  Kaqika. 

11.18  Unless  we  admit  of  an  Unseen  Cause,  we  cannot  explain  the  acquirement  of 
cattle  hy  one  man,  and  not  by  the  other,— when  their  visible  efforts  are  exactly  the 
same.  Then  the  question  is  as  to  what  this  Unseen  Cause  is.  All  other  causal 
agencies,  postulated  by  the  various  philosophical  systems,  have  already  been  proved 
to  be  inapplicable  (under  the  section  on  *  SairibandHdkshepa).  It  has  been  shown  that 
no  such  agencies — as  that  of  Divine  wish  and  the  like — are  proved  either  by  Verbal 
Testimony,  or  by  any  process  of  Inference,  or  by  any  other  means  of  right  notion. 
Therefore,  we  cannot  but  admit  that  the  person  acquiring  the  cattle  must  have,  at  some 
time  or  other,  performed  the  Citra  sacrifice;  and  the  ground  for  this  belief  is  supplied 
by  the  Vedic  injunction — '  one  desiring  cattle  should  perform  the  Citra  sacrifice/ 

IS  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  appearance  of  the  cattle  is  without  any  cause  j  so 
long  as  we  have  verbal  authority  distinctly  pointing  to  the  fact  of  the  Citra  sacrifice 
being  an  adequate  means  to  its  attainment; 

1*  We  find  that  persons  who  have  not  performed  the  Citra  in  this  life  have  ob- 
tained cattle ;  and  as  we  have  shown  that  there  is  no  other  means  of  acquiring  it,  we 
must  admit  that  it  is  due  to  the  man  having  performed  the  Citra  in  his  previous  life, 
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15.  Because  (according  to  these  theorists)  the  effects  of  the  Citra, 
<fcc.  (performed  during  some  previous  life)  must  have  been  exhausted  iu 
the  course  of  that  life;    and  portions    of  the   (previous)   enjoyment   of 
Heaven  cannot  follow  one  to  a  new  life. 

16.  Because  actions,  which  have  one  definite  result  attributed  to 
them  (by  the  Yeda)  cannot  accomplish  other  results  for  us.    In  the  ascer- 
tion  of  Gautama  too,  the  "  residue  "  must  be  interpreted  with  reference 
to  the  Citra  sacrifice  (in  ihe  present  case,  where  the  effect  under  consi- 
deration is  the  acquiring  of  cattle). 

17.  If  the  effects  were  held  to  be  merely  natural  (i.e.,  brought  about 
by  chance,  and  not  by  any  adequate  cause),  then  even  such  results,  as  follow 
immediately  after  the  Action  (e.gr.,  the  rains  brought  on  by  the  Karirl 
sacrifice),  would  not  be  believed  to  have  their  cause  in  tliat  Action. 

18.  And  then  (if  this  Chance  Theory  were  true)  people  could  obtain 
the  results  (Heaven,  &c.),  even  if  they  were,  like  the  Mtechchhas,  not  to 
perform  the    actions    enjoined  by    the  Yeda   (as  bringing  about   those 

1&  The  latter  half  rejects  the  theory  that  the  cattle  may  be  a  portion  of  the  joys 
of  Heaven  that  the  person  may  have  .been  lately  enjoying  before  his  birth  into  his 
present  life. 

W  This  meets  the  following  theory :  "  The  cattle  might  be  the  remains  of  the 
joys  of  Heaven  accomplished  by  means  of  the  Jyotishtoma  performed  in  a  previous 
life  j  as  declared  by  Gautama  (in  the  tfydya-sutras) :  c  The  person  having  experienced  all 
the  effects  of  his  deeds,  comes  to  be  born  in  a  station  in  life,  which  is  fixed  by  the 
residue  left  of  his  past  deeds.' "  The  KariTcA  declares  this  to  be  impossible  j  becanse  the 
Jyotishtoma  has  been  laid  down  as  having  the  joys  of  Heaven  for  its  resnltj  and  as 
such  could  never  bring  about  any  such  result  as  the  obtaining  of  cattle.  As  for 
Gautama's  assertion,  it  must  be  taken  to  mean  that  whenever  we  perceive  a  man  possess* 
ing,  in  the  present  life,  something  for  his  acquisition  of  which  we  do  not  find  any 
cause  in.  his  present  actions,— -we  must  conclude  that  this  acquisition  must  be  the 
remnant  of  a  like  possession  of  his  in  his  previous  life,  brought  about,  at  that  time, 
by  his  previous  performance  of:  a  sacrifice  whereof  tJiat  acquisition  is  mentioned  in  the 
Veda  as  the  specific  result.  That  is  to  say,  even  if  the  obtaining  of  cattle  during  the 
present  life  be  held  to  be  a  remnant,  it  must  be  the  remnant  of  the  cattle,  to  which  the 
person  must  have  been  entitled  by  the  previous  performance  of  the  Citra  sacrifice,  in 
some  past  life  of  his,  and  which  he  must  have  been  unable  to  obtain,  iu  fall,  daring  all 
his  intervening  lives  And  thus  the  obtaining  of  cattle  could  be  the  result  of  the 
Citrd  sacrifice  only. 

11  Because  it  ia  always  easier  to  explain  an  effect  as  natural,  than  search  for  its 
cause,'  &c.,  and  thus  all  effects  would  come  to  be  looked  upon  as  due  to  mere 
chance, 

IS  The  authority  of  the  Yeda  lies  in  the  Injunction  of  certain  sacrifices,  with  a 
view  to  the  fulfilment  of  certain  definite  ends.  If  these  ends  were  held  to  be  fulfilled 
by  mere  chance,  and  not  by  those  elaborate  sacrifices,  then  no  sane  person  would  be 
willing  to  undergo  all  the  trouble  of  performing  these  latter.  And  as  a  necessary 
consequence  of  this,  people  would  cease  to  have  any  faith  in,  and  regulate  their 
conduct  by;  the  Veda. 
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results).    And  consequently  all  the  authority  of    the  Veda  would  fall 
to  the  ground* 

19.  And    again,  if  the  cattle  were  always,  as  if  by  command,  to 
follow  immediately  (after  the  sacrifice),  then  the  sacrifice  would  come 
to  have  a  purely  perceptible  result,  and  in  this  it  would  come  to  resemble 
the  case  of  a  purgative  bringing  about  the  movement  of  the  bowels. 

20.  And  in  that  case  (i.e.,  if  all  results  were  to  appear  during  this 
life)  we  could  not  explain  the  declaration  of  the  BhasJiya — "  facts  experienced 
in  previous  births  are  not   remembered " ;  nor  that  of  the  Swtfra— **  the 
Scripture  has  its  purpose  in  pointing  out  facts  not  got  at  (by  any  other 
means  of  right  notion)." 

21.  Therefore  just  as  the  Injunction  is  found  to  be  without  any  speci- 
fication of  time  (as  to  the  appearance  of  the  result), — so  must  it  always  be 
accepted  to  be ;  as  anything  (idea)  beyond  that  (which  is  directly  signified 
by  the  Injunction)  is  groundless,  and  as  such  cannot  (reasonably)  be  com- 
prehended (in  connection  with  that  Injunction). 

22.  Even  those  (Naiyftyikas),  who  hold  to  the  theory  of  immediate 
sequence  (of  the  result),    and  explain  the  cases  of  non-appearance  oi 

19  "  Come  to  have  a  purely  perceptible  result."— It  the  result  of  the  Citrd  were  always 
to  follow  immediately  affcer  the  performance  of  the  sacrifice,  or  even  at  any  time 
daring  the  present  life,  invariably,— -then,  the  facfc  of  the  Citrd  leading  to  that  result 
would  become  an  object  of  pure  Sense-perception  and  Invariable  Concomitance  (Infer- 
ence) ;  and  as  such  there  would  be  nothing  left  for  the  Teda  to  enjoin,  on  the  score 
of  that  sacrifices  and  consequently,  the  Vedio  sentence  enjoining  the  Citrd  would 
come  to  be  taken  as  merely  descriptive  of  a  fact  of  Sense-perception  5  and  thus  it 
would  resemble  an  Arthavada,  thereby  losing  all  its  injunctive.  authority.  In  the  case 
of  the  Kdriri  sacrifice,  the  result .  of  which  appears  in  this  very,  life,  the  result 
does  not  always  come  about  as  expected,  being  interrupted  by  impediments  i  and 
nence  we  could  not  have  any  idea  of  invariable  concomitance  (of  the  Eaftrl  with  its 
result,  rainfall).  And  hence  the  removal  of  this  uncertainty  would  be  a  fit  object  for 
the  Vedic  passage  enjoining  the  Ktriri.  In  order  to  distinguish  the  case  cited  in  the 
KdriJcd,  from  that  of  the  Kdnri,  we  have  the  word  'niyogena'  (—always,  necessarily, 
as  if  by  the  command  of  a  superior  authority,  and  not  by  reason  only). 

*>  In  the  Smrtyadhikarana  (Adhylya  I,  Pada  Hi)  the  Bhdshya  says :  'We  do  not 
recognise  any  causal  relationship  between  the  Action  and  its  result  necessarily  in  the 
present  life.... Facts  experienced,  &a,  Ac.*  And  the  theory,  that  the  results  of  sacrifices 
must  appear  in  the  present  life,  would  go  against  this  assertion  of  the  Bhdshya,  as  also 
agairisi>iiat  of  the  8istra  (in  Adhyiya  VI)  which  declares  that  the  Tedic  Injunction  has 
its  purpose  in  the  pointing  out  of  something  not  yet  cognised  by  any  other  means  of 
knowledge.  For  if,  as  shown  above,  the  result  of  the  Citra  were  to  appear  in  the 
present  life,  it  would  become  an  object  of  Sense-perception;  and  hence  the  sentence 
laying  down  the  Citrd  would  fail  in  its  only  purpose  of  pointing  out  sometMngfitoe 
cognised  by  any  other  means  of  Knowledge.  .  .  ^^ 

M  The  Naiydyika  holds  that  the  result  of  the  Citrd  must  appear  during  the  present 
life,— holding  as  he  does  the  theory  of  the  immediate  sequence  of  Cause  and  Effect-; 
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results  as  being  due  to  some  discrepancy  in  the  Action  itself,  are  also 
in  the  same  position  as  the  upholders  of  the  *'  Chance  "  theory. 

23.  The  fact  of  (the  attainment  of)  Heaven  belonging  to  a  future 
life  will  be  proved  in  the  first  part  of  Adhyiya  VI ;  and  the  absence  of  any 
fixity  of  time  (t'.e.,  whether  belonging  to  this  life  or  the  next)  with  regard 
to  tbe  acquirement)  of  cattle,  <&c.   (will    be  proved)  in  the  adhikarana 
(section)  on  "  YogasiddU"    (iv— iii— 27,  28). 

24.  Results,  in  the  sbape  of  the  acquirement  of  cattle,  <fec.,  are  held  to 
occur  at  any  time  possible  (either  in.  this  life  or  in  the  next),  and  nofc 
belonging  exclusively  to  the  next  life.     Therefore  even  for  one,  who  would 
be  iu  an  extreme  hurry  (to  obtain  the  result),  the  means  enjoined  (i.e.,  the 
Citra  sacrifice)  would  be  the  same  (that  is  enjoined  for  the  sake  of  the 
result  to  happen  either  in  this  or  in  the  next  life). 

25*  That  (result)  which  is  common  to  many  persons — such  as  the 
obtaining  of  rains  and  the  like — must  naturally  be  accepted  as  such 
(common) ;  and  since  by  all  persons  it  is  only  immediate  (or  approximate) 
rain  that  is  desired,  therefore  it  can.  be  rightly  regarded  as  belonging  to  this 
life  exclusively. 

26.  Though  in  this  case  (of  the  £  K&r$ri '  sacrifice  bringing  about  rains) 
the  root  "  Kami  (to  desire)  "  is  not  qualified  (by  a  specification  of  time ;  and 
as  such  it  is  similar  to  the  case  of  the  Gitrti)  yet  we  indirectly  get  at  the 
specification  of  the  res  alt  (as  belonging  to  this  life),  as  otherwise  it  could 
not  be  desired.  If*  in  some  case,  the  JK&rfri,  be  found  to  be  non-produc- 
tive of  its  result  (in  this  life),  we  must  conclude  that,  in  that  case,  there 
undoubtedly  exists  (the  force  of)  some  other  (contrary)  action  (performed 
by  the  person  at  some  previous  time)  whose  result  is  declared  in  the  Veda 
(to  be  contrary  to  the  obtaining  of  rains ),  and  which  has  not  been  all  enjoyed 
by  this  time. 

Thus  ends  the  Chapter  on  "  Qitraksk^-paribwra.  *  * 


and  as  such,  he  is  open  to  the  objection  against  the  "  Chance  "  theory  (Vide  Rdrllcd  14)  j 
and  he  will  not  be  able  to  explain  the  acquisition  of  cattle  by  one  who  is  not  found  to 
have  performed  the  Citra  during  the  present  life. 

88  This  meets  the  objection  that  if  there  be  no  specification  of  time,  then  Heaven 
also  may,  sometimes,  be  attained'  daring  the  present  life* 

**  Whether  the  person  be  in  a  hurry  or  not,  the  means  ia  the  same,  viz.,  the  per- 
formance of  the  Citra  sacrifice. 

M  "Indirectly" — i.e.,  through  Apparent  Inconsistency.  If  the  results  <lid  not 
belong  to  this,  world,  they  would  not  be  desired.  If  the  JK£nn  is  found,  sometimes,  not 
to  bring  about  rainfall,  we  must  conclude  that  the  performer  has  had  some  residues 
left  of  some  action  done  by  him  in  the  previous  life,  whose  result  must  hare  been  con- 
trary to  that  of  the  JKimn,  which  latter  result  has  had  no  time  to  be  spent  up  in 
realisation,  and  still  persists  ia  counter-acting  the  effects  of  the  Kann. 
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(SECTION  18.) 
ITUA-VIDA. 

1.  Though  it  is  true  that  the  Soul  can  have  uo  direct  connection  with 
the  sacrificial  implements,  yet   it  is  possible  for  it  to  have  an  indirect 
relation,  through  the  body. 

2.  The  perceptibility   (signified  by  "jBsha"  in  the  sentence  lesha 
ycgn&ytidhi  yajamanah  anjasa  swargam  lokam  yati  '  )f  though  really  pertain- 
ing to  the  Body,  is  indirectly  referred  to  the  Soul  also  (on  account  of  its 
connection  with  the  body).     Conversely,  the  approach  to  Heaven,  though 
really  (primarily)  belonging  to  the  Soul,  is  indirectly  (and  secondarily) 
referred  to  the  body. 

3.  jjy  the  denial  of  the  Soul  in  connection  with  this  particular 
passage,  all  the  Veda  is  rendered  open  to  objection.     Because  (if  there 
be  no  Soul,  then)  the  relations  of  the  means  and  consequences  laid  down 
therein,  become  incapable  of  being  established. 

4.  The  Vedas  have  declared  that  the  results  of  sacrifices,  appertain  to 
the  performer,  in  some  birth  or  other;  and  if  the  Soul    were  nothing 
more  than  mere  Ideay  then  it  could  not  have  the  character  of  the  performer 
(of  actions)  and  enjoy  er  (of  results). 

5.  If,  after  the  perishing  of  the  body,  nothing  is  held  to  exist,  then 
many  sacrifices  failing  to  bring  about  their  results  (in.  tins  life),  the  Vedic 
passages,  mentioning  these  (sacrifices  as  leading  to  supernatural  results  )> 
become  false. 

6.  Therefore,  it  is  with  a  view  to  establish  the  authority  of  the  Veda^ 
that  the  existence  of  the  Soul  is  sought  to  be  proved  here  ;  even  though 
the  single  passage  in  question  ("  $$ha-yajnayudh$,  &c."),  may  be  explained 
away  as  being  an  Arthavada  (because  the  mere  explanation  of  this  one 
passage  does  not  free  us  from  the  aforesaid    difficulties  with  regard  to  the 
authority  of  the  Veda)  , 

I  It  has  been  argued  under  *  GitrdkshepaJ  that  the  Vedic  sentence  —  'csKa  yajnayu- 
dhi,  &C.,'  is  not  true  ;  &c.,  &c.t  &c.  (Vide  supra).  And  to  this  the  Bh'ashya  replies— 
*  Qarirasambandhad  yat  tasya  tariram  so'pi  tairyajndyudhl  Ihavati  '  ;  and  it  is  this  passage 
that  the  EdrikS  is  meant  to.  explain.  "  Indirect"  —  {.«.,  the  implements  are  related  to 
the  body,  and  the  body  to  the  Soul. 

8  This  meets  the  objection  that  the  sentence  in  question  may  be  taken  as  a  mere 
Artha,vada>  which  obviates  the  necessity  of  having  recourse  to  the  above  farfetched 
interpretations.  The  sense  of  the  Karika'in  that  the  explanation  of  the  particular 
passage  is  not  what  we  are  driving  at  j  what  we  mean  is  that  if  the  existence  of  the 
Soul  be  denied,  then  the  Veda  loses  all  its  authority.  "  Means  and  Consequences,  ,l>— 
That  a.  certain  sacrifice  leads  to  Heaven  could  not  be  tone,  if  there  were  no  Soul  to 
experience  the  joys  of  Heaven;  as  the  body  is  always  left  behind, 
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7*  We  Hold  thai  the  Soul  is  something  different  from  the  body,  the 
sense-organs  and  ideas,  and  that  it  is  eternal ;  while  all  the  rest,  the  body, 
&c.,  are  perishable* 

8-9.  05;. :  "  If  it  be  eternal,  even  when  it  has  the  character  of  the 
doer  and  the  enjoyer,  then, — as  at  the  time  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  result, 
it  is  not  cognisant  of  the  relation  between  this  result  and  the  action  (that  it 
may  have  performed  to  bring  it  about), — having  no  suoli  idea  as  thai 
'  these  results  thai  I  am  enjoying  are  the  effects  of  such  and  such  virtuous 
or  vicious  deeds  that  I  had  done  (in  my  last  life),' — how  could  it  have  any 
liking  (for  a  virtuous  action  as  being  the  cause  of  good  results,  Ac,,  Ac.)  ? 

10.  "  And  when  one  does  noi  recognise  a  result  to  have  been  brought 
about  by  any  action  of  his  own,  then  there  can  be  no  difference  between 
the  enjoyment  experienced  by  one's  own  Soul,  and  that  by  other's. 

11.  "And  even  while  doing  a  vicious  deed,  one  might  think  that  at 
the  time  of  the  enjoyment  (of  the  result  of  this  action)  he  would  not 
remember  it  (to  nave  been  brought  about  by  that  particular  action  of 
his),~and  thereby  he  would  not  avoid  that  vicious  deed. 

12.  fl  Thus  then,  even  in  accordance  with  the  theory  of  the  eternality 
(of  the  Soul),  you  have,  with  reference  to  the  result,  ihp  disappearance  of 

*-*  Ttt  the  first  place,  ifc  is  not  possible  for  an  eternal  entity  to  be  either  the  doer, 
or  the  eaptriencer,  as  an  eternal  entity  cannot  but  be  free  from  all  activity.  But  even 
if  we  admit  snoh  characters,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  then  too,  inasmuch  as  at  the 
time  that  the  result  is  experienced,  no  person  is  found  to  have  any  idea  of  the  action 
leading  to  that  result,  that  he  may  have  performed  in  his  past  lives,  he  cannot  have 
an  idea  of  any  action  bringing  about  any  particular  results  either  good  or  bad.  Hence, 
he  could  not  be  attracted  to  the  performance  of  any  actions  with  transcendental 
results ;  and  that  would  mean  a  total  cessation  of  all  sacrifices. 

1°  That  is  to  say,  we  cannot  be  sure  whether  the  results  we  are  experiencing  in 
the  present  life  are  the  effects  of  actions  performed  by  other  Souls,  or  of  those  done  by 
our  own  Soul.  And  thus  there  being  an  inextricable  confusion,  one  would  be  tempted 
to  give  up  all  sacrifices,  hoping  to  obtain  the  results  of  those  performed  by  others ; 
specially  as  there  would  be  nothing  to  convince  him  after  the  fact  that  the  results  he 
would  experience  in  his  future  lives  must  be  only  those  of  his  own  actions ;  because 
daring  his  present  life,  he  is  never  able  to  fix  upon  any  relationship  between  the  results 
he  is  experiencing  now  and  the  actions  that  he  may  have  performed  in  his  past 
lives. 

11  The  person  would  not  avoid  an  evil  deed;  because  he  would  be  unable  to  establish 
any  connection  between  the  evil  effects  he  may  be  experiencing  and  any  past  deeds  of 
his  own.  And  thus  he  cannot  be  convinced  that  evil  deeds  bring  about  evil  consequences. 
And  as  he  would  not  avoid  etil  deeds,  when  tempted  to  them  by  the  promise  of 
temporary  pleasures,  of  which  he  is  qiiite  sure, — he  would  be  unwilling  to  forego 
these  pleasures  in  consideration  of  future  evil  consequences,  the  chances  whereof  he 
finds  to  be,  at  best,  extremely  doubtf  til. 

1*  As  shown  above,  it  may  happen  that,  even  if  the  Soul  be  eternal,  the-  person 
may  not  experience  the  result  of  his  own  deed,  whereas  he  may  experience  those  of 
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what  has  been  done  (by  the  Soul),  and  appearance  of  what  has  not  been  done, 
exactly  similar  to  what  you  have  urged  against  the  theory  of  non-eternality ; 
and  consequently  (since  you  cannot  avoid  the  objection)  it  is  needless  to 
prove  the  eternality  (of  Souls)." 

IB.  Reply :  This  does  not  affect  our  theory :  because,  for  us,  a  remem- 
brance (of  the  action)  is  of  no  .consequence  in  the  enjoyment  (of  its  result)  ; 
as  neither  engagement  in,  nor  avoidance  of,  an  action  is  due  to  any  remem- 
brance (of  it)  at  the  time  of  the  enjoyment  (of  its  results). 

14  An  idea  (of  a  certain  action  leading  to  a  desirable  end),— the 
existence  of  which,  as  the  means  to  engagement  in  that  action,  is  sought 
after,— is  already  distinctly  cognised,  through  the  Veda,  by  the  learned, 
before  his  engagement  (in  that  action). 

15.  Even  subsequently  to  the  performance  of  the  action  (at  the  time 
*?  the  appearance  of  the  result),  people  versed  in  the  Scriptures  do  have  an 

idea  of  the  result  being  due  to  a  particular  action  in  some  previous  life. 
And  it  is  only  such  persons  that  are  entitled  (to  perform  sacrifices).  And 
as  for  unlearned  fools,  it  does  not  matter  if  they  have  no  such  idea 
(because  such  fools  are  not  in  any  case  entitled  to  the  performance  of 

sacrifices). 

16.  Such  ideas  (or  remembrances)  need  not,  in  every  case,  be  amenable 
to  all  means  of  right  notion ;  therefore  the  idea  got  at  by  one  means  of 
right  notion  cannot  be  rejected  o  a  account  of  the  fact  of  its  not  being  got 
at  by  the  other  means. 

other  people's  Actions.  And  inasmuch  as  this  seems  to  be  the  only  important  objec- 
tion that  you  have  urged  against  the  non-eternality  of  Souls,— it  is  no  use  trying  to 
prove  theil  eterpality,— as  this  too  has  been  found  to  be  open  to  the  same  objection. 

18  "  As  neither,  #•<?/'•— The  process  is  as  follows :  (1)  the  operation  of  the  Per- 
former,  (2)  the  Action  itself,  (3)  the  experiencing  of  the  Result ;  and  we  find  that  the 
experience  comes  three  degrees  later  than  the  original  operation ;  and  hence  this  lattei 
cannot  be  said  to  be  due  to  that. 

M  Even  though  one  cannot  have  any  idea,  at  the  time,  of  the  experiencing  of  a 
Eesulfc,  or  that  of  the  Result  being  due  to  any  particular  action  of  his,— yet,  the  idea 
Df  a  certain  action  leading  to  a  certain  desirable  result  is  obtained  by  .us,  from  the 
Veda  (where  such  causal  sequence  is  distinctly  laid  down) ;  and  this  idea  would  be 
enough,  to  lead  us  to  the  performance  of  that  action,  for  which  we  would  not  stand  in 
need  of  any  remembrance  of  the  result  having  been  actually  brougnt  about  by  that 
action  (in  a  previous  life). 

16  As  a  matter  of  fact,  even  at  the  time  of  experiencing  the  Result,  learned  people 
do  recognise  its  relationship  to  a  previously-performed  action.  And  thus  there  wonld 
be  no  hindrance  to  these  people  becoming  engaged  in  sacrifices ;  and  as  for  ignorant 
people,  it  does  not  matter  whether  they  do,  or  do  not,  perform  any  sacrifices. 

1*  It  is  true  that  such  an  idea  is  amenable  to  the  Verbal  Authority  of  the  Veda ; 
and  this  is  enough  to  establish  itp  correctness ;  notwithstanding  the  facts  of  its  not 
being  amenable  to  Sense-perception,  Inference,  &c. 
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17.  One  who  does  not  understand  that  from  such  an  action  such  a 
result  will  accrue  to  him,  must  be  an  ignorant  fool ;  and  as  such  naturally 
he  has  no  chance  of  performing  the  action  (and  hence  even  if  he  has  not 
the  idea  necessary  to  lead  him  to  a  certain  Vedic  action,  it  does  not 
matter). 

18.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  even  though  at  the  time  of  the  enjoyment 
of  profound  sleep,  we  have  no  idea  of  the  enjoyment  being  due  to  the 
softness  of  the  hed  we  had  prepared, — yet  we  are  led  to  prepare  our  soft 
heds  beforehand. 

19.  And  further,  if  one  were  to  realise,  at  the  time  of  enjoyment,  the 
fact  of  its  being  the  result  (of  a  certain  well-defined  action) ,-— then,  as  in 
the  case  of  roads,  &c.,  so  in  the  matter  of  sacrifices  also,  the  Veda  would 
lose  all  its  authority. 

20.  Olj. :    "  If  your  Souls  be  inactive  (without  any  action),  on  ac- 
count of  their  eternality  and  all-pervading  character, — and  nnmodifiable 
by  pleasure  and  pain, — what  sort  of  the  character  of  doer  and  enjoy er  can 
they  have  ? 

21.  "  If  it  be  held  that  at  the  time  of  the  performance  of  an  action, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  appearance  of  pleasure,  &c.»  the  character  of  the 
Soul  is  transformed,  then  its  eternality  disappears." 

22.  Reply :    We  do  not  deny  the  applicability  of  the  epithet  "  non- 
eternal"  to  the  Soul;  if  " non-eternality "  mean  only  "liability  to  modi- 
fication" ;  as  such  liability  does  not  necessarily  imply  destruction. 

11  "  No  chance  " — because  it  is  only  the  learned  that  are  entitled  to  the  perform- 
ance of  Vedic  actions.  (Fide  Adh.,  III.) 

18  As  ft  matter  of  fact,  no  such  idea  ia  necessary,  at  the  time  of  the  experience  of 
the  result,  for  the  taking  np  of  an  action. 

W  If  such,  an  idea  were  possible,  then  it  would  be  a  case  of  connection  between  the 
Besnlt  and  the  Sacrifice  being  amenable  to  Sense-perception  and  Invariable  Con- 
comitance. Consequently,  just  as  in  the  case  of  the  Eoad,  the  fact  of  its  connection 
with  the  convenient  passing  of  the  people  is  amenable  to  Sense-perception  ;  and  hence 
the  Vedio  passage  speaking  of  it  comes  to  be  taken  as  a  Valedictory  sentence  describ- 
ing a  perceptible  result, — so  really  in.  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  Sacrifices  also, 
the  relation  between  these  and  their  results  being  held  to  be  amenable  to  Sense-per- 
ception, the  Vedio  passages  declaratory  of  the  Sacrifices  would  have  to  be  taken  as 
Valedictory  sentences  describing  a  well-established  fact  j  and  as  euch,  the  Veda  would 
cease  to  be  the  sole  authority  for  such  sacrifices. 

*Q  "  When  he  has  no  action,  how  can  he  be  the  doer  ?  And  when  he  is  unaffected 
by  pleasure  and  pain,  how  can  he  be  the  enjoyer  ?  As  the  only  objects  to  be  enjoyed  are 
pleasure  and  pain.'* 

81  "  If  the  principal  character  of  the  Soul  can  undergo  a  transformation,  it  cannot 
be  eternal." 

W  We  do  not  deny  the. Soul's  liability  to  modifications;  and  if  this  is  all  that  you 
mean  by  'non-eternality,1  then  in  that  case,  wo  could  call  the  Soul  f non-eternal.' 
49 
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23-25.  If  there  ever  was  an  absolute  destruction  of  the  Soul,  then  we 
could  have  the  disappearance  of  the  actions  performed,  and  tie  appearance 
of  those  not "performed  by  it.  These,  however,  do  not  apply ;  if  there  be 
only  a  change  in  its  condition,  as  from  childhood  to  youth,  &c.,  we  find 
people  performing  or  avoiding  actions  in  this  life  according  as  they  think 
them  to  he  productive,  respectively,  of  either  good  or  evil,  at  some  other 
stage  of  his  life*  In  fact  in  the  case  of  no  action  do  we  find  the  result 
following  at  the  same  stage  of  the  person's  life  as  at  which  it  was  per- 
formed. And  since  the  Soul  is  not  utterly  destroyed,  therefore  people  do 
not  take  the  enjoyer  (of  results)  to  be  other  than  the  doer  (of  actions) 
(even  though  there  is  necessarily  a  change  in  his  condition). 

26*  According  to  my  theory  the  Person  (i.e.,  the  Soul),  while  passing 
through  the  different  conditions  of  pleasure,  pain,  &c.,  never,  for  once, 
relinquishes  his  character  of  an  Intelligent  substantial  Entity; 

27.  If  modification  (change  of  condition)  were  identical  with  total 
destruction,  then,  when  a  man  in  trouble  would  regain  happiness,  he  would 
either  lose  all  those  (character  of  Intelligence,  &c.),  or  continue  in  a  state  of 
trouble  (simultaneously  with  that  of  pleasure). 

28.  Therefore  an  entire  continuance  or  an  entire  cessation  of  all  the 
traits  of  the  Person  (with  the  change  in  condition)  being  both  impossible, 

What  we  object  to,  in  the  case  of  the  Soul,  is  the  assertion  of  its  destruction.  For 
certainly,  the  fluctuations  in  the  surface  of  the  sea  do  not  bring  about  its  destruction  j 
and  like  the  sea,  the  Soul  can  never  be  destroyed,  notwithstanding  the  endless 
momentary  transformations  that  it  undergoes. 

SSJ25  if  the  Soul  were  destroyed  at  death,  the  effects,  accruing  to  one  in  the  next 
birth,  of  actions  performed  in  the  previous  birth,  would  be  accruing  to  one  who  has 
not  performed  the  actions  j  as  the  performing  Soul  will  have  been  dead  along  with  the 
performing  body.  But  we  hold  that  Death  means  only  a  change  in  the  state  of  the  Soul  j 
just  like  the  changes  from  childhood  to  youth,  from  youth  to  old  age.  And  certainly 
there  is  no  gainsaying  the  fact  that  the  person  that  performed  the  action  (say  of 
learning  the  alphabet)  in  his  childhood  is  the  same  that  is  utilising  it  in  his  youth. 
In  fact  all  effects  of  one's  deeds  affect  him  at  a  period  of  life  other  than  that  at  which 
precisejy  the  deeds  are  done ;  as  the  state  of  the  person  is  undergoing  momentary 
changes* 

*•  During  the  various  stages  that  the  Soul  passes  through,  it  all  along  remains 
an  intelligent  and  substantial  entity.  That  is  to  say,  its  inherent  character  remains 
the  same.  And  mere  changes  in  extraneous  condition  cannot  mean  destruction. 

VI  "Or  continue^  $*c.*'~ That  is  to  say,  in  order  to  keep  up  the  character  of  the 
Intelligent,  $*c.,  it  would  be  necessary  for  it  to  keep  to  the  same  condition  of  pain  ; 
as  change  of  condition  would,  for  you,  mean  total  destrtiction. 

38  When  a  serpent  has  been  lying  coiled  up  ia  a  circular  form,  and  then  resumes 
its  natural  form  by  uncoiling  itself ,  —we  have  the  character  of  c  Snake*   pervading  all 
along,  in  both  conditions;  though  the  position   has  been  changed*    In  the    same 
manner,  in  the  case  of  a  person  who  has  been  experiencing  troublous  times,  if  hit,  . 
state  changes  and  he  becomes  happy  and  contented,  the  character  of  the  Person — 
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we  must  hold  that  there  is  both  partial  continuance  (as  of  the  permanent 
characters  of  Intelligence,  &c.),  and  partial  cessation  (as  of  the  ephemeral 
state  of  pleasure  or  pain),  like  the  serpent  in  the  different  positions  of  a 
circle,  &c. 

29.  And  the  character  of  the  doer  and  that  of  the  enjoyer  do  not 
belong  to  the  conditions  (of  the  Person's  life),  but  to  the  Person  who  is 
the  substrate  of  all  the  different  states  ;  hence  it  is  always  the  doer  that 
enjoys  the  result  of  the  action. 

30.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  on  the  appearance  of  a  new  condition 
(of  life),  the  former  condition  docs  not  become  totally  destroyed;  but 
being  in  keeping  with  the  new  condition,  it  merges  into  the  common 
character  of  the  Self  (Intelligence,  &c.) 

31.  It  is  only  the  Individual  conditions  that  are  contradictory  to  one 
another.    Over   all    of    them,    however,   equally  pervades  the   common 
character  of  the  Soul  (Intelligence,  &c.) 

32-33.  In  the  theory  of  the  non-existence  (£,e.,  non-eternality)  of  the 
Soul,  however,  the  person  performing  an  action,  would  know  beforehand  that 
"I  myself  (t'.e.,  my  Soul,  that  performs  the  action  at  this  moment) 
having  been  destroyed  (the  next  moment),  either  its  result  would  not  appear 
at  all,  or,  if  it  appears  at  all,  it  would  affect  some  other  soul  than  mine  ;" 
and  hence  he  could  never  be  tempted  to  perform  any  action  j  and  as  such 
the  Veda  would  lose  all  its  efficient  trustworthiness. 

33-34.  Even  i£  the  upholders  of  pure  Idea  alone  (the  Bauddha 
Idealists)  were  to  admit  of  another  birth  (for  the  same  personality),  they 
could  not  but  have  the  enjoyer  (of  the  results  of  action)  different  from  the 
performer  (of  the  action  itself), — because  they  hold  the  Ideas  to  be 
momentary  (i.e.,  one  idea  does  not  exist  for  more  than  one  moment)  ;  and 
farther,  because,  being  devoid  of  action  and  omnipresence,  one  and  the 
same  Idea  could  not  reside  in  any  other  body  (than  the  present  one ;  and 
hence  the  "  Idea "  that  would  perform  the  action  in  this  life,  could  not 
exist  in  another  body,  in  the  next  birth,  at  the  time  of  the  enjoyment  of 
the  results  of  that  action). 

85.  Qbj. :  "  We  hold  that  the  '  Series1  (of  Ideas)  that  performs  the 
actions  would  also  be  the  enjoyer  (of  the  results) ;  and  we  could  explain  the 

Intelligence,  <&c. — would  remain  the  same  throughout  the  two  states,  even  though  the 
states  will  have  been  changed. 

*9  If  the  said  characters  belonged  to  the  state  of  life,  then  inasmuch  as  the 
person's  condition  at  the  time  of  the  performance  of  the  action  would  not  continue  till 
the  time  of  the  enjoyment  of  its  result,  the  enjoyer  could  nofc  be  held  to  be  the  same 
aa  the  doer.  According  to  our  view,  however,  the  common  character  of  the  Person, 
Intelligence,  persists  throughout  his  life ;  and  as  such,  the  Person,  remaining  the  same, 
the  enjoyer  would  always  be  the  same  as  the  doer. 

88  This  series  is  eternal,  as  well  as  ouiiiipreseuf. 
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difference  among  the  moments  of  Ideas  in  the  same  way  as  you  have  ex- 
plained the  difference  of  conditions  (of  the  Soul)." 

36.  Reply :  In  fact  it  is  extremely  hard  for  you  to  prove  the  fact  o£ 
(momentarily  changing)  Ideas  being  the  doer  of  actions  extending  over  a 
long  time ; — specially  when  there  are  thousands  of  Ideas  (in  your  series),  the 
performance  of  a  single  action  by  all  these,  would  belike  the  "  Kula-kalpa  " 
(in  which  an  action  extending  over  a  long  time  being  incapable  of  being 
finished  by  a  single  person,  is  finished  by  a  large  number  of  persons,  one 
coming  after  the  other). 

87*  Then  again,  if  the  Series  be  not  held  to  be  different  (from  the 
individual  Ideas  constituting  it),  then  the  individual  ideas  (forming  the 
Series)  being  non-eternal,  you  could  get  at  no  doer  (of  any  action). 

88..  And  (even  if  a  doer  were  possible)  he  would  be  totally  different 
from  the  enjoyer  (which  for  you  would  be  an  altogether  different  idea, 
existing  at  the  time  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  result  of  the  action) ;  and 
as  such,  you  would  have  the  fault  of  the  result  appearing  in  favour  of 
an  agent  who  never  performed  the  action.  And  we  do  not  urge  against 
you  the  fault  of  the  disappearance  of  the  result  for  one  who  has  performed 
the  action;  because  (in  accordance  with  your  theory)  there  is  none  who 
can  perform  the  action  (and  as  such  this  latter  fault  does  not  apply  to 
you). 

39.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Series  be  held  to  be  identical  (with  the 
individual  Ideas),  then  the  mention  of  the  word  "  Series  '*  would  come 
to  be  only  another  expression  for  the  same  individual  Ideas  ;  and  the  objec- 
tions against  such  a  course  have  already  been  stated  above.     And  further, 
the  Series  being  itself  a  nonentity,  could  never  get  at  the  position  of  the 
performer  of  actions. 

40.  If  the  Series  be  momentary,  then  you  have  the  same  objections, 
If  it  bo  regarded  as  not  momentary,  then  that  would  be  an  abandonment 
of  your  theory  (of  everything  being  momentary),  and  you  would  have  quite 
a  new  Substance  (other  than  Ideas,  which  are  the  only  entities  you  admit  of). 

81  Because  it  is  necessary  for  the  Doer  to  exist  all  along,  from  the  commencement 
of  the  action  to  its  end.  No  such  continuance  would  be  possible  for  momentary 
ideas. 

M  «  There  is  none  who  can  perform,"  $*c. — As  shown  in  KdriTca  37. 

&  "Nonentity" — Inasmnch  as  all  individual  ideas  are  being  momentarily  des- 
troyed, the  series  comprising  these  cannot  bnfc  be  a  negative  entity. 

40  "  Same  objection.'* — Len  the  impossibility  of  any  one  doer  for  an  action  lasting 
,for  any  length  of  time. 

'*  J.  new  substance" — And  thus,  too,  ifc  would  be  an  abandonment  of  your  theory 
that  Ideas  are  the  only  entities,  which  you  hold  to  be  momentary.  Then,  if  the  series 
were  to  be  non-momentary,  it  will  have  to  be  accepted  as  something  other  than  the 
Ideas  themselves, 
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41.  If  the  Series  be  one,  and  yet  non-different  from  the  individual 
Ideas,  then  we  would  have  tlieir  identity  as  well  as  difference,  as  in  tbe 
case  of  tlie  cogniser  and  the  cognised. 

42.  Therefore  the  Series  must  differ,  either  entirely  or  partially, 
(from  the  Individual  Ideas) ;  and  thus  this   series  would  come  to  he  the 
same  thing  as  the  Soul  (held  by  the  Vai$esh%kas  and  the  SanMyas)* 

43-44  We  could  not  have  the  notion  that  the  "  Series  "  (that  enjoys 
the  result)  is  the  same  (that  performed  the  action),  unless  there  be  an 
identity  (between  the  two).  As  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  Series  of 
Air,  Lamp,  <fec.,  the  genuine  character  of  the  Airt  <fcc.,  continues  the  same. 
And  a  notion  of  identity,  as  (between  the  "  Series  ")  based  on  the  fact  of 
both  of  them  having  the  genuine  character  of  "  Cognition,"  has  been  set 
aside  in  the  chapter  on  "  (jnnyavada"  (Thus  then,  in  accordance  with 
your  theory,  the  enjoyer  cannot  be  the  same  as  the  performer).  And  we 
have  also  set  aside  (in  the  chapter  on  Niralambanavdda)  your  theory  of 
"  Impressions,**  which  you  hold  to  be  left  upon  the  mind  by  the  actions 
we  perform,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  about  their  results. 

45.  And  no  mind  (or  Idea)  can,  in  accordance  with  your  theory  of 
Universal  Momentariness,  continue  for  any  such  time  as  you  hold  the 
Impressions  to  subsist.    And  further,  since  your  "  Series  "  is  a  nonentity, 
it  can  in  no  way  be  "  impressed  "  upon  by  Actions. 

46.  Even  if  you  were  to  hold  the  result  of  the  action  to  be  enjoyed 
by  the  "  Idea  "  produced  gradually  by  a  Series  of  Impressions  (appearing 

*1  "  Case  of  the  Cogniser  and  the  Cognised"— It  has  been  shown  above,  nude,  - 
Qunyavada,  that  if  the  Cogniser  and  the  Cognised  were  both  identical  with  Idea,  then 
we  would  hare  differences  in  the  Idea  itself ;  inasmuch  as,  in  that  case,  it  would  bb 
identical  with  two  different  things  j  and  along  with  this  we  would  have  an  identity  of 
the  Cogniser  with  the  Cognised.  In  the  same  manner,  the  Series  being  identical  with 
the  Individual  Ideas,  all  those  Ideas  would  become  identical }  and  at  the  same  time  we 
would  have  a  difference  in  the  series  itself,  as  this  would  be  identical  with  different 
individuals. 

**  The  Vaitfshilca  holds  that  the  Soul  is  an  intelligent  entity,  different  from  the 
Cognitions, 

43.44  You  cannot  explain  how  the  series  is  identical :  ancl  hence  you  cannot  prove 
that  the  Enjoyer  of  the  Result  is  the  same  as  the  Performer  of  the  Action. 

Having  in  the  above  manner  proved  the  enjoyments  of  Results,  the  Bauddha 
has  recourse  to  the  "Impression**  theory.  He  holds  that  Actions,  being  momen- 
tarily fleeting,  can  never  keep  on  till  the  day  of  its  final  fruition.  The  sense  of 
the  Kurika  is  that  this  loophole  also  is  barred  against  you ;  as  it  has  already  been 
shown  to  be  untenable,  under  "  Nirolambanavada." 

*&  Yon  hold  that  the  Impression  continues  from  the  time  that  the  Action  is  per- 
formed to  that  of  its  fruition.  But  inasmuch  as  no  mind  could  continue  for  such 
.time,  wherein  could  the  Impression  exist  ? 

*8  This  refers  to  the  following  theory :  "  Though  no  single  Impression  can  last 
more  than  one  moment,  yet,  the  Impression  produced  by  the  Action  in  one  Idea,  will 
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one  after  the  other), — then  too,  there  being  no  identity  between  the 
enjoying  Idea  (and  the  performing  Idea),  you  would  be  clearly  open  to  the 
faults  of  the  disappearance  of  the  result  for  one  who  has  performed  the 
action,  and  an  appearance  of  it  for  one  who  has  noi  performed  it. 

47.  And  further,  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  for  you  to  prove  any  dif- 
ference (of  this  enjoying  Idea)  from  those  brought  about  by  other  Series,  on 
the  ground  of  cause  and  effect.  Nor  would  that  remove  the  objections  of  these 
(disappearance  of  the  result  for  one  who  has  performed  the  action,  &c«,  &c.) 

48.  If,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  such  causal  relation,  you  were  to 
prove  (the  identity  between  the  enjoying  Idea  and  the  performing  Idea) 
in  some  other  manner; — then,  all  other  grounds  (of  identity)  that  you 
can  bring  forward— such  as  the  facts  of  theii?  residing  in  the  same  Earth, 
having  the  common  character  of  "Idea,"  and  so  forth — would  belong 
equally  to  all  Ideas  (and  as  such  would  establish  an  identity,  not  only 
between  these  two  Ideas,  but  among  all  Ideas). 

49.  In  fact,  even  an  idea  of  sameness  (as  in  the  sameness  of  the  earth, 
&c.)>  is  not  possible,  without  the  continuance  of  one  entity  for  some  time 
(and  as  such  it  is  not  possible  for  you,  who  hold  all  entities  to  last  only  one 
moment).    Therefore  it  is  wrong  to  assert  that  the  "  Series  "  (that  enjoys) 
belongs  to  the  same  "  Person  "  (Idea)  that  performed  the  action. 

produce  another  like  itself  in  the  next  Idea,  and  so  on  and  on,  till  the  time  of  the  final 
-fruition ;  and  it  is  the  last  of  this  series"  of  Ideas,  which  is  to  be  accepted  as  the 
JBnjoyer  of  the  Result."  The  sense  of  the  objection  to  this  is  that,  even  then,  the 
Idea  enjoying  the  Result  wonld  not  be  the  siwe  that  performed  the  action. 

41  If  an  Idea  beheld  fco  be  the  Enjoyer,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  identity  between 
this  Idea  and  that  which  performed  the  action  leading  to  that  Result, — then,  any  and 
every  Idea  could  be  held  to  be  such  an  enjoyer.  If  you  assert  that,  "  the  capability 
of  an  Idea  to  enjoy  is  regulated  by  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  and  as  such  no  stray 
Idea  could  bo  the  Enjoyer," — then,  in  that  case,  in  accordance  with  your  theory  of 
Momentary  existence,  no  such  causal  relationship  would  be  possible, — as  we  have 
already  shown  under  the  section  on  '  Niralambanavada.'  Even  if  such  a  relationship 
were  possible,  it  could  not  save  you  from  the  objection  of  **  disappearance,  &C.1* 

48  Any  other  reasons  that  you  will  bring  forward  will  be  found  to  apply  to  all 
Ideas  ,*  and  as  such  they  could  not  prove  the  identity  of  the  performing  with  the  enjoy- 
ing Idea  alone. 

49  In  order  to  avoid  the  objection  of  "  the  Disappearance  of  the  Result  for  one 
who  has  performed  the  Action,  &c.,  &o.,"  the  Bauddha  has  asserted   that  what  enjoys 
the  Result  of  the  Action  is  the  "  Series  "  continuous  with  the  Idea  that  performed  the 
Action,  and  as  such  the  eujoyer  would  be  the  same  as  the  Performer.    But  the  Enjoyer 
cannot  be  the  same  as  the  Performer,  unless  both  of  them  had  a  common  substrate, 
which  would  continue  from  the  time  of  performance  to  that  of  the  appearance  of  its  Result;. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  no  such  continuance  is  possible  for  the  Bauddha  who  holds 
all  things  to  have  only  a  momentary  existence ;  aud  hence  he   cannot  reasonably  hold 
the  enjoyer  to  be  the  same  aa  the  Performer,  and  as  such  Lo  can  never  escape  from 
the  objection  in  question, 
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50.  Because  the  words  "  that " — "  which  "  (when  used  together)  can- 
not apply  to  different  objects,  therefore  even  tlie  upholder  of  the  theory 
of  the  "  Series  "  of  Ideas,  must  admit  of  a  single  permanent  positive  entity 
(like  our  "  Soul,"  that  could  pervade  over,  and  be  the  substrate  of,  the 
Idea  performing  the  action,  and  the  Idea  enjoying  the  result). 

51-52.  0  If. :  "  Just  as  the  father  is  tempted  to  perform  actions  for  the 
accomplishment  of  certain  results  for  his  son,  though  he  knows  the  son  to 
be  other  than  himself, — so,  in  the  same  manner  would  the  individual  Ideas 
(be  led  to  the  performance  of  actions,  even  though  the  results  would  be 
enjoyed  by  other  Ideas).  And  just  as  the  children  of  our  people,  though 
being  as  different  from  the  performing  person  as  the  son  of  this  latter, 
yet  do  not  obtain  the  results  of  that  action, — so,  in  the  same  manner,  the 
Ideas  appearing  in  one  Series  (would  not  enjoy  the  results  of  the  action 
performed  by  an  Idea  appearing  in  another  *  Series ')." 

53.  Reply :    But  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  such  (disinterested  per- 
formance of  an  action  by  one  Idea,  for  the  sake  of  another  Idea  obtaining  the 
results).     As  for  the  father,   he  is  led  to  support  (and  improve)  his  son 
in  the  hope  of  fulfilling  a  certain  end  of  his  own  (support  in  old  age), 
There  can  be  no  such  motive  in  your  case  (because  the  performing  Idea 
is  destroyed  in  a  moment,  and  as  such  cannot  hope  to  be  in  any  way  bene- 
fited by  the  results  accruing  to  another  Idea). 

54.  People  do  not  support  their  sons,  Ac.,  with  any  other  end  in  view. 
And  certainly,  that  (person  or  idea)  which  is  destroyed  cannot  obtain  any 
benefit  from  supporting  its  own  line  or  series. 

55-56.  One, — who,  in  accordance  with  the  same  instance  of  the  father, 
<fec.,  asserts  the  existence  of  another  result  (to  distinguish  the  perform- 

M  There  is  no  other  means  of  getting  rid  of  the  aforesaid  objections.  And  if 
aach  a  single  pervading  entity  be  admitted,  it  would  be  none  other  than  what  we.  call 
"  Soul." 

W.»  "  Series "« Family ;  "Idea  performing  the  A ction"« the  Father;  "Idea  ex* 
periencing  the  Result "*=  the  Son;  and  "  Ideas  appearing  in  other  series"** children 
of  other  families. 

W.W  Says  the  Banddha :  "  Apart  from  the  final  result  of  the  Action,  which  may  not 
appertain  to  the  Performing  Idea,  there  is  another  result  in  the  shape  of  the  enjoyment 
by  one  member  of  the  series  of  the  result  brought  about  by  benefiting  another.  If  a  father 
benefits  a  aon,  in  order  that  the  son  may  impart  a  benefit  on  the  other  son  (/.».  when 
the  father  exhorts  the  one  not  to  beat  the  other),  he  has  a  certain  end  in  view,  though 
the  Result  may  not  accrue  to  himself.  In  the  same  manner,  the  only  end  in  view 
of  the  Performing  Idea  may  be  the  benefiting  of  another  Idea  which  would  bring 
about  the  fulfilment  of  seme  purpose  of  another  Idea ;  though  the  result  may  not 
accrue  to  the  Performing  Idea  itself."  This  theory,  however,  is  not  quite  tenable ; 
because  what  could  be  the  motive  of  the  second  Idea  iu  benefiting  the  third  P  If  you 
make  its  end  consist  in  the  mutual  benefit  accorded  to  one  another,  then,  such  an  assurap- 
tion would  go  on  without  end;  and  the  only  possible  reeting-ground  would  be  the 
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ing  Idea),  brought  about  by  the  benefit  of  one  member1  (t.e,,  Idea  of  the 
same  Series  as  the  performing  Idea),  and  enjoyed  by  another  member  (Idea, 
of  the  same  series), — could  have  no  resting  ground,  apart  from  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  result  by  the  first  (performing)  Idea  itself,  Nor  do  you  accept 
any  subsequent  individual  Idea  to  be  exactly  like  the  performing  Idea  (and 
as  such  thinking  the  result  to  be  one  following  from  its  own  action). 

57.  The  greater  the  distance  of  the  appearance  of  the  result,  the 
greater  its  liability  to  destruction,  on  account  of   the   greater  interval 
(between  the  performance  of  the    action    and    the    appearance    of   the 
result). 

58.  The  bringing  up  of  children  that  we  come  across  among  animals, 
may  be  held  to  be  due  to  their  ignorance,  but  the  action  of  knowing  intel- 
ligent men  cannot  possibly  be  so. 

59.  It  is  not  possible  for  thef  Ideas  to  transfer  themselves  into  ano- 
ther body  (at  re-birth  ;  cf.    K.  34)  ;  inasmuch  as  we  are  not  cognisant 
of  their  exit  from  the  present  body. 

60-61.  The  flame  &c.,  move  from  one  place  to  another,  only  when 
they  are  blown  upon  by  the  wind ;  whereas  there  is  nothing  that  could 
move  an  Idea  from  the  body  in  which  it  has  appeared  (which  is  its  cause). 
Being  immaterial  (formless),  the  Idea  could  not  by  itself  move  from 
one  place  to  another.  And  for  the  same  reason  (of  immateriality)  it  is  not 
possible  for  the  Idea  to  move  about  even  while  the  Body  is  living. 

enjoyment  of  the  .Result  by  the  Performing  Idea  itself.  This,  however,  will  not  be 
possible  for  you;  as  you  cannot,  consistently  with  your  own  theory,  admit  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  Performing  Idea  from  the  time  of  the.  performance  of  the  Action  to 
that  of  its  Fruition  $  nor  can  you  accept  the  existence  of  any  other  subsequent  idea 
that  could  consider  itself  identical  with  the  Performing  Idea,  and  thereby  consider 
the  result  to  have  followed  from  its  own  Action;  as*  all  subsequent  Ideas  are  equally 
different  from  the  original  performing  Idea ;  and  the  only  entity  that  could  point  to 
any  such  identity  would  be  the  positive  one  of  the  class  *  Idea,*  which  would  not  be  very 
acceptable  to  you. 

W  The  Performer  can  think  the  result  to  be  his  own,  only  if  it  follow  contiguously 
with  himself.  If,  however,  the  Result  be  removed  from  him,  then,  the  greater  the 
degree  of  the  removal,  the  more  will  be  the  chance  of  Ids  ceasing  to  think  it  liis 
own ;  and  as  such  there  would  be  all  the  less  connection  between  the  Performer  and 
the  Result. 

M  Intelligent  persons  are  led  to  action,  only  by  the  idea  of  the  Action  being  capable 
of  leading  to  a  desirable  end;  and  this  has  been  shown  to  be  impossible  for  the 
B  a  add  ha. 

W  This  is  not  possible  because  of  the  immateriality  of  Ideas.  It  is  only  a  material 
entity  that  can  either  transfer  itself,  or  be  transferred,  from  one  body  to  another. 

«0-6i  Even  when  the  body  is  living,  any  motion  of  Ideas  is  not  possible.  Because 
if  the  Idea  were  material  and  moveable,  then,  it  would  very  often  lose  connection  with 
the  Body ;  as  both  are  moveable,  and  both  would  not  be  always  moving  together.  And 
this  severence  of  connection  might  occ  sionally  make  the  body  non-intelligent. 
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62.  An  intermediate  (subtle)  Body  has  been  rejected  by  Vin.dhya- 
Tlsin.    "We  too  find  no  proofs  of  its  existence. 

63.  That  the  subtle  body,  endowed  with  all  sorts  of  subtle  forms,  &c., 
is  suddenly  brought  into  existence  (at  death),  and  as  suddenly  disappears 
(at  re-birth),  is  only  an  imaginary  assertion. 

64.  Even  if  such  a  body  existed,  there  are  no  grounds  for  believing 
in  the  movement  (i.e.,  entrance)  of  Ideas  into  it.     And  consequently  the 
assumption  of  the  Ideas  being  thrown  into  the  next  body  is  also  ground- 
less. 

65.  To  assert  that  the  Ideas  exist  in  the  embryo  is  a  sheer  piece 
of  recklessness.     Since  no  sense-organs  have  been  produced  in  the  embryo, 
no  objects  can  be  cognised  (by  It). 

66.  And  of  an  Idea  (or  Cognition),  we  do  not  know  of  any  other  form 
than  that  of  a  cognition  of  objects.    It  is  for  this  reason  that  no  cognition 
is  possible  in  a  coma  (even  though  the  senses  continue  to  exist). 

to  Some  people  hold  that  the  Ideas  acquired  by  man  daring  the  present  life  are 
transferred  to  him  at  Ms  future  birth ;  and  in  the  interval,  the  Ideas  continue  to  exist 
in  a  subtle  Linga  (Jarira,  which  lies  encased  in  the  Body  dnring  life,  and  becomes  dis- 
engaged from  it  at  death,  to  occupy  the  next  physical  body  of  the  Person.  And 
inasmuch  as  this  subtle  Body  is  the  seat  of  Ideas,  these  latter  can  be  easily  transmitted 
from  one  body  to  another.  The  Karika  says  that  it  has  been  shown  by  Yindhyavasin 
that  such  a  subtle  Body  has  no  existence  at  all. 

*&  Inasmuch  as  there  is  no  cause  for  its  sudden  appearance,  and  as  sudden  dis- 
appearance, the  statement  must  be  regarded  as  a  figurative  exaggeration  and  not  a 
statement  of  facts.  Because  there  is  no  Body  apart  from  the  five  elements ;  and  any 
Body  composed  of  these  cannot  be  subtle. 

**  The  Ideas  being  immaterial  cannot  enter  iuto  the  subtle  Body ;  and  for  this 
reason  they  cannot  be  transmitted  to  any  other  Body. 

M  If  the  Ideas  of  one  Body  were  to  be  transmitted  to  another,  then,  the  embryo 
would  be  already  possessed  of  the  Ideas  of  the  previous  life ;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  however, 
the  embryo  cognises  no  objects ;  and  in  the  absence  of  the  objects  of  cognition,  there 
can  be  no  reason  for  assertiug  the  presence  of  the  Cognition  or  the  Idea  itself.  It 
might  be  asked — "  How  is  it  that  your  eternally  intelligent  Soul  does  not  cognise 
objects  in  the  embryonic  state  ?  "  The  reply  to  this  is  that,  though  our  Soul  ia  eter- 
nally intelligent,  yet  for  actual  cognitions,  it  stands  in  need  of  such  accessories  as  the 
organs  of  sense,  &e.,  and  inasmuch  as  these  do  not  appear  in  the  embryonic  state,  the 
Soul  is  nnable  to  cognise  any  objects.  Then,  as  for  mental  cognition,  the  mind  too 
is  under  the  influence  of  his  former  Karma  ;  and  as  such  its  functioning  is  hampered 
in  the  embryonic  state ;  but  as  soon  as  the  sinister  Karmio  influence  is  set  aside,  con- 
sciousness is  regained. 

M  Inasmuch  as,  in  a  state  of  coma,  there  is  no  cognition  of  objects,  we  conclude  that 
there  is  no  cognition  at  all  in  that  state ;  though  the  regaining  of  consciousness  would 
indicate  that  certain  cognitions  existed  in  that  state,  yet,  inasmuch  as  we  find  the  man 
not  recognising  any  objects,  we  conclude  that  there  are  no  cognitions  or  Ideas  in  his 
mind ;  and  this  cessation  of  cognition  must  be  dae  to  the  cessation  of  the  functioning 
of  the  sense-organs. 
50 
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67.  Nor  can  it  be  held  that  at  that  time  (in  the  embryonic  state)  tl 
Idea  continues  in  a  state  of  latent  potentiality.    Because,  in  the  abseiu 
of  any  substratum  for  such  potentialities,  their  existence  cannot  be  admittec 

68.  If  the  potentiality  of  Ideas  resided  in  the  material  sense-organs 
then  these  latter  would  have  intelligence ;  and  there  would  be .  no  re-birt 
(inasmuch  as  the  Intelligence  and  the  Ideas  would  all  die  away  with  tb 
death  of  the  sense-organs,  which  being  material,  would  be  bound  to  di 
with  the  Body). 

69.  And  further,  (if  the  potentiality  of  Ideas  resided  in  the  sensi 
organs)  then,  all  Ideas  would  be  brought  about  by  the  sense-organs  then 
selves, — these  helping  the  manifestation  of  the  potentialities  by  modificatioi 
discrimination,  &c.    And  hence  the  Idea  could  not  be  held  to  be  precede 
(and  brought  about)  by  another  Idea  (as  held  by  the  Idealist  Bauddha). 

70.  In  the  same  manner,  you  could  have  no  instance  to  prove  the  a 
sertion  that  the  first  Idea  (of  a  person)  after  the  embryonic  state  (t.e,,  f 
birth)  has  its  origin  in  another  foregoing  Idea. 

71.  If  in  the  embryonic  state,  the  potentiality  (of  Ideas)  be  held  i 
exist,  without  any  substrate,  for  the  sake  of  the  accomplishment  of  subs< 
quent  Ideas, — then,  these  would  be  nothing  but  (our)   "  Soul "  under  tl 
name  of  "  Potentiality." 

97  In  fact,  this  potentiality  cannot  be  anything  other  than  the  idea  itself,  aocordir 
to  the  Idealist. 

«9  We  find  that  whenever  intelligence  is  joined  to  the  elements  (e  g.,  with  the  cle 
in  the  making  of  the  jar),  the  object,  jar,  being  developed  out  of  the  elements,  we  com 
to  realise  that  the  intelligence  that  took  part  in  its  making  is  something  other  than,  an 
to  be  duly  discriminated  from,  the  material  form  of  the  object.  And  in  the  eara 
manner,  if  the  potentiality  were  to  reside  in  the  material  sense-organs,  then  -we  cou: 
get  at  the  Ideas  (of  which  those  were  the  potentialities)  only  by  discriminating  the  in 
material  factor  from  the  material  effects  brought  about  by  the  senses  themsel/esj  an 
the  appearance  of  the  Idea  could  not,  for  this  reason,  be  said  to  be  due  to  any  previoi 
Idea. 

10  The  Bauddha  asserts  that  inasmuch  as  during  life  we  find  all  ideas  to  be  dt 
to  some  previous  Idea,  we  can  from  this  deduce  the  facb  that  the  very  first  Idea  thi 
a  person  has  at  birth  must  be  due  to  a  previous  idea ;  and  as  this  latter  idea  must  hai 
existed  iu  the  embryonic  state,  we  cannot  but  admit  of  the  persistence  of  Ideas  in  tlu 
state.*  The  sense  of  the  Kariia   is  that  the  Bauddha  bases  his  argument  upon  tli 
instance  of  the  second  and  subsequent  Ideas  appearing  at  the  birth ;  but  as  a  matter  ( 
fact,  these  ideas  are  due,  not  to  any  previous  Ideas,  but  to  the  sense-organs ;  and  as  sue 
the  argument  becomes  baseless, 

11  It  has  been  proved  that  the  potentialities  of  Ideas  have  no  substrates ;  hence  th 
KariM  takes  up  the  other  alternative  for  consideration.    "  Soul " — because  we  altfo  hoi 
the  Soul  to  be  without  any  substrate,  and  capable  of  moving  from  one  body  to  the  othe 
And  as  the  Bauddha  holds  his  "  Potentiality "  to  have  these  two  oharactares tics,  w 
admit  the  same  entity,  but  with  different  names  —we  call  it  "  Soul "  while  you  najne  j 
"  Potentiality." 
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72.  If  we  were  to  assume  any  substrate  for  the  potentiality,  such  sub- 
strate could  be  none  other  than  the  Soul.     And  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  exis- 
tence of  Ideas,  like  that  of  flame,  bubbles,  &c.,  is  not  possible  without  a 
substrate. 

73.  Therefore  you  must  admit  that  there  is  a  Person  (Soul),  bearing 
the  potentialities  of  Ideas,  and  being  eternal,  omnipresent,  and  capable  of 
(migrating  into)  another  body.     And  as  such,  'even  though  not  actually 
moving,  it  would  become  connected  with  another  body. 

74.  Ou  account  of  its  active  character,  the  Soul  comes  to  be  the  per- 
former of  sacrifices.     We  do  not  hold  *'  motion  "  to  be  the  only  form  of 
action,  as  held  by  the  VaifGshikas. 

75.  It  is  not  always  only  such  an  action  as  inheres  in  (i.e.,  belongs  to 
the  body  of)  the  performer  himself,  that  can  be  performed  by  him.     All 
that  is  expressed  by  a  verbal  root    would  be  an  action  (and  hence  ^motion 
cannot  be  held  to  be  the  only  form  of  action)  ;  and  we  find  that  the  charac- 
ter of  being  the  performer  of  an  action  belongs  to  a  person,  even  when  the 
action  properly  belongs  to  (is  performed  by)  another  person,  (and  therefore 
ifc  cannot  be  held  that  an  action  must  always  inhere  in  the  performer 
himself). 

76.  Of  the  different  forms  of  pure  being  and  Idea,  &c,  (the  immaterial 
factor)  the  Person  (i.e.,  the  Soul)  himself  is  the  direct  doer;  and  as  for  the 
motion  of  the  material  factors  (t.e.,  the  body),  these  too  are  brought  about 
only  by  his  superintendence  (or  guidance). 

77.  As  whatever  actions  are  performed  by  the  body,  the  sense-organs 

TO  The  proof  of  its  eternality  consists  in  the  fact  of  its  being  recognised  as  the 
same  at  different  points  of  time,  and  also  of  distinct  Vedic  declarations  to  that  effect. 
And  as  it  is  not  material,  it  must  be  all-pervading,  like  the  Akdga  j  and  as  such  it  could 
become  easily  connected  with  another  body ;  wbich  could  nob  be  possible  if  it  were 
material  aud  as  such  limited,  Ifc  is  only  a  material  object  that  requires  movement  in 
order  to  become  connected  wibh  new  bodies.  The  soul,  on  the  other  hand,  being  im- 
material and  all-pervading,  does  not  stand  in  heed  of  any  movement. 

1*  This  refers  to  the  following  objection :  "  Being  omnipresent,  the  soul  could 
have  no  action  j  and  as  such  it  could  not  be  considered  as  the  performer  of  sacrifices." 
The  sense  of  the  Kdrika  is  that  it  is  only  action  in  the  shape  of  movement  that  is  not 
possible  for  uu  omnipresent  entity ;  other  kinds  of  action  are  quite  compatible  with 
omnipresence.  And,  like  the  Naiyayiltat  we  do  not  reduce  all  action  to  the  terms  of 
'  motion.1 

^  There  is  no  such  rule  as  that  all  the  actions  that  a  person  performs,  mast  neces- 
sarily appertain  to  his  own  body.  For,  we  actually  find  that  even  when  an  action  is 
performed  by  one  person,  another  person  is  also  accepted  to  be  its  performer,  by  reason 
of  his  having  either  urged  the  former  to  action,  or  helped  him  in  ifc. 

1$  Without  the  guiding  Soul,  there  could  be  no  movement  of  the  hands,  &e.  And 
lience  of  these  raoveinenfcs  also  the  Soul  must  be  regarded  as  the  Performer. 

11  "  With  regard  to  him" — i.e.,  because  he  enjoys  the  results  of  all  actions. 
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<tc.,  are  all  said  to  be  done  by  the  Person  himself ;  because  they  are  don 
with  regard  to  him. 

78.  Since  these — the  body,  sense-organs,  <fcc., — could  hare  no  action 
without  their  belonging  to, the  Person,  therefore  even  with  regard  to  the  mo 
tion  (of  hands,  &c. ),  they  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  doers,  inasmuch  as  they  an 
not;  independent  (of  the  intelligence  of  the  soul,  eren  in  this  form  of  action) 

7$.  Since  it  is  only  such  body  and  sense-organs,  &c,,  as  are  earne< 
by  the  Person  for  himself  by  means  of  previous  deeds,  that  can  perforn 
the  actions, — the  character  of  being  the  performer  of  the  actions  mus 
belong  to  the  person;  just  as  the  actions  performed  by  the  "  ftwik* 
(sacrificial  priest)  and  the  "  axe"  (have  their  real  performers,  in  the  firs! 
case,  in  the  Person  who  engages  the  priest  and  pays  him  for  it,  and,  in  tin 
second,  the  person  who  uses  the  axe). 

80.  Just  as,  in  the  case  of  the  sacrifice,  the  action  is  held  to  be  per- 
formed  by  the  mere  instrumentality  of  the  priest,  on  the  ground  of  the 
Veda  declaring  the  "  buying1'  (of  the  priest)  j  so,  in  the  same  manner,  on 
account  of  the  Veda  enjoining  "  going"  and  other  such  actions  (which  are 
not  possible  for  the  Soul  itself  directly),  we  accept  them  to  be  brought 
about  through  (the  instrumentality  of)  the  Body,  <fcc. 

81.  For,  just  as  the   "buying"  cannot  apply  to  the  Soul,  so  too 
"  going"  cannot  apply  to  it.     Therefore  the  fact  of  the  Soul  being  the  per- 
former of  such  actions,  as  declared  in  the  Veda,  must  be  accepted  as  being 
possible  only  through   (the  instrumentality  of)  something  else  (in  one 
case,  the  priest,  and  in  another,  the  Body,  fyc.) 

82.  And  again,  just  as  in  the  case  of  cutting,  which  resides  in  the 
wood,  Devadatta  is  accepted  to  be  the  doer ;  so  too,  in  the  case  of  going^ 
which  resides  in  the  Body,  we  could  hold  the  Person  himself  to  be  the  doer. 

83.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  in  the  case  of  cutting,  the  idea  of  the  Person 

*W  Deprived  of  the  intelligence  of  the  Soul,  these  can  have  no  fiction. 

W  The  meaning  is  that  the  Body,  Ac.,  are  only  the  agents  and  instruments  of 
action ;  and  as  such  these  cannot  be  held  to  he  the  '  doers ' j  as  the  *  Doer '  is  that  person 
who  obtains  these  instruments,  through  his  former  deeds,  and  then  uses  them  in  his 
present  actions. 

80  "  Buying  n — engaging  him  and  paying  him  for  his  services.  And  as  he  is  paid  for 
the  work,  he  cannot  be  the  real  '  performer '  of  the  sacrifice.  And  inasmuch  as  the 
"  buying "  that  is  enjoined  cannot  apply  to  the  master  of  the  sacrifice,  he  cannot  but 
accomplish  the  sacrifice  by  engaging  certain  priests  to  perform  the  details  for  him. 
Similarly  in  the  ordinary  actions,  of  moving,  &o.t  enjoined  for  the  person,  not  being 
found  applicable  to  the  Soul  itself,  we  must  admit  of  the  instrumentality  of  the  Body, 
&c.}  in  the  accomplishment  of  these  actions,  which  would  not  be  possible  without  this 
instrumentality. 

88  Determination  and  existence  cannot  belong  to  the  Body;  just  as  the  manipala* 
tion  of  the  axe  cannot  belong  to  the  wood  that  is  cut  by  it. 
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hetougs  to  the  Person  hunself,»-then  (we  reply  that)l  the 
question  too  (that  of  gotng,  $•«-.),  the  idea  of  the  Person  heing  the  mover  is 
based  upon  determination  and  existence  (which  belong  to  the  Soul  itself 

84.  By  the  mere  fact  of  its  existence,  the  Soul  becomes  the  doer  of'  all 
actions  in  general  ;  and  it  comes  to  be  held  to  be  the  doer  of  particalar  in- 
dividual actions,  on  account  of  the  determination  (of  the  Person)  which 
affects  each  action  separately. 

_  85-86.  And  the  action  of  all  the  agents,  performing  a  certain  action, 
is  not  identical;  e.g.,  the  fighting  soldier  moves-the  sword  to  cnfcting  by 
his  movements;  the  commander  of  the  regiment  (moves  it)  only  by  his 
word  (of  command)  ;  and  the  King,  who  employs  the  servants,  moves  it 
at  times  by  his  mere  presence. 

87.  Therefore  even  though  the  Soul  may  not  Itself  move,  yet  it  may 
be  held  to  be  the  performer  (of  motion)  ;  just  as  even  though  Devadatta  is 
not  cut  (or  pierced)  (by  the  sword),  yet  he  is  held  to  be  the  performer  (of 
the  cutting). 

88-89.    The  taking  of  the  present  body,  <fcc.,  by  means  of  the  bodily 

actions   (performed  in  his  previous  life)  may  be  considered  to  be  the 

actions  of  the  Person  with  regard  to  his  agency  of  the  actions  of  his  present 

-body,  &c.    And  the  actions  of  the  previous  life  too  may  be  held  to  be 

**  By  its  mere  existence,  the  Soul  is  the  doer  of  all  actions.  And  it  is  held  to  be 
tlie  performer  of  a  particular  action,  when  it  is  found  that  the  action  haa  been  brought 
about  by  a  special  determination  on  the  part  of  the  Person. 

**-*  And  yet  all  of  ihem  are  accepted  to  be  the  performers  of  the  action  of  cutting 
the  enemies* 

*t  In  both  cases,  the  idea  of  the  Person  being  the  doer  is  liased  upon  the  fact  of  his 
superintending  and  guiding  the  action. 

8».»  Even  if  it  be  abso!  itely  necessary  to  hold  that  all  action  is  in  the  form  of 
motion,  then  too,  we  could  hold  that  the  actions  done  by  means  of  the  hand,  &c.,  by 
the  Ego,  in  his  last  life,  are  his  actions  with  regard  to  the  actions  of  his  body  in  the 
present  life,  &o.,  &c.  The  connection  between  the  two  sets  of  actions  lies  in  the  fact  of 
present  bodily  conditions  Ac.,  being  the  effects  of  the  Ego's  actions  in  the  previous  life. 
Jaafc  as  we  can  trace  no  beginning  in  the  use  of  the  seed  and  the  tree,  —  so  too  none  can 
Be  traced  for  the  Creation  ;  and  the  process  must  be  regarded  as  going  on,  eternally 
without  beginning,  and  without  end.  "  And  on  the  disappearance,  <fcc."  This  refers  to 
th.e  following  objection  :  *'  The  body  of  other  Egos  is  as  different  from  the  one  Ego  as 
liis  own  body.  Consequently,  if  his  actions  were  to  be  affected  by  those  of  his  body,— 
th.ea,  even  when  all  his  own  actions  will  have  been  exhausted,  by  fruition,  he  would 
still  continue  under  the  bondage  imposed  by  the  actions  of  the  bodies  of  other  Egos  } 
and  as  such  no  Deliverance  would  be  possible/1  The  sense  of  the  reply  as  embodied  in 
tlie  KarikS  is,  that  the  Ego  is  affected  by  the  action  of  .Ms  own  body,  only  because  he 
imparts  the  guiding  force  to  these  actions,  and  as  such,  is  himself,  in  a  way,  the  per- 
former  of  them.  As  for  the  actions  of  the  body  of  the  Egos,—  as  one  Kgo  haa  no 
force  over  the  action  of  other  Egos,—  they  could  not  affect  him. 
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Jbrtraght  about  bj  the  Body,  Ac.,  of  the  birth  previous  to  it ;  and  these  too 
by  other  Bodies,  and  so  on.  And  thus  there  is  no  beginning  of  these  (and 
hence  endlessness  cannot  be  any  fault).  And,  on  the  disappearance  of  all 
his  own  actions,  the  Ego  cannot  be  affected  by  the  actions  of  those  bodies 
that  are  not  his  own. 

90.  In  the  case  of  the  measure  prescribed  for  the  Udumbara  Post, 
which  is  to  serve  as  the  connecting  link  (between  the  Master  and  the 
Priest),— the  application  of  the  form  of  the  Sacrificing  Ego  is  not  possible; 
.and  hence  his  agency  with  reference  to  this  must  be  through  the  Body. 

.  91.  Therefore  just  as  the  Scripture,  though  literally  laying  down  the 
"  Class "  ("Vrihi"  LI),  is  made  to  refer  to  the  individual  (Vrihi)  (on 
account  of  the  impossibility  of  the  use  of  the  <c  Class  "), — so  the  injunction 
(of  the  measure  of  the  stick)  though  really  referring  to  the  Ego,  must  be 
taken  to  apply  to  the  Body,  &c. 

92.  First  of  all  (before  giving  its  own  reasons)  the  (BhasJiya  men- 
tions  and)  refutes  the  arguments  brought  forward  by  others  (VaigSshikas), 
to  prove  the)  existence  of  the  Soul.  *  IsTa '  (in  the  Bh&skya)  has  to  be 
separated  from  the  following  sentence  (meaning  that '  breathing,  &c.,  are 
not  properties  of  the  Body '),  because  these  (breathing,  <fcc.),  are  unlike 
other  properties  (of  the  Body). 

P3.  Says  the  Vai$$$hika :  "(If  Breathing  be  denied  to  be  a  property 
of  the  Body,  on  the  sole  ground  that  it  does  not  last  as  long  as  the  Body 
lasts,  then)  the  fact  of  not  lasting  as  long  as  the  Body  lasts  would  also 
apply  to  leanness,  &c.  And  if  it  be  held  that  *  leanness '  is  only  a  parti- 
cular condition  (of  the  Body),  then  we  can  hold  t  Death  *  also  to  be  the 
same/1 

90  It  is  prescribed  that  the  Sacrificial  Post  is  of  the  same  size  as  the  Master.  The 
Ego,  however,  is  illimitable ;  and  hence  as  no  post  of  this  illimitable  size  would  be 
possible,  we  are  forced  to  have  it  of  the  size  of  his  body, 

W  This  refers  to  the  Bhdshya :  *  We  infer  the  existence  of  the  Soul  from  breathing, 
&o.f  The  second  half  refers  to  the  sentence  '  na  pranddayah  gariragunavidharinanahS 
This  latter  sentence  would  mean  that  fche  breathing t  <fec.  are  properties  similar  fco  those 
of  the  body.  This  not  being  quite  admissible,  the  Kdrikd  undertakes  to  explain  it 
differently.  The  'na'  is  taken  as  denying  the  foregoing  objection  (that  the  breathing 
belongs  to  the  Body)  j  and  then,  as  a  reason  for  this  denial,  ifc  is  added  *  because  the 
breathing,  &c.,  are  not  similar  to  the  properties  of  the  Body,  they  cannot  belong  to  the 
Body.'  These  arguments,  up  to  Karikfc  101,  are  expounded  by  the  Vaigtehiba.  And  then 
up  to  K.  106  we  have  the  refutation  of  the  YaigeshiJca  arguments  from  the  Bauddha 
standpoint;  and  lastly,  from  107  the  Mimansaka's  own  arguments  are  put  forward. 

98  Leanness,  <&c.,  appear  and  disappear,  and  as  such  cannot  be  accepted  as  concomi- 
tant and  coeval  with  the  Body.  "  Death,  &c.,"— just  as  th-;  leunnew  of  the  Body,  being 
only  one  of  its  varying  conditions,  reverts  to  it  after  the  disappearance  of  the  opposing 
condition  of  Fatness;—  so  Death  also,  being  a  varying  condition  of  the  Body,  might  dis- 
appear; and  with  this  disappearance,  the  breathiag3  etc,,  might  return. 
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94    "There  is  only  this  much  of  difference  between  the  two  cases r 
that  even  while  the  Body  continues   in  a  perfectly  healthy  state,   the 
"breathing,  <fca,  cease  (as  in  cases  of  sudden  death)  ;  and  (of  this  cessation) 
there  can  be  no  other  reason  (than  that  the  breathing  belonged  to  the  Soul 
wliich  has  left  the  body). 

95-96.  "  Becanse  (1)  a  property  is  destroyed  when  the  substance 
Itself  is  destroyed,  and  (2)  when  there  is  production  of  a  contradictory 
property,  then  the  former  property  is  removed  from  the  substance,  and 
forthwith  destroyed.  In  the  case  of  Death  none  of  these  two  (causes' 
for  the  destruction  of  Breathing)  is,  by  any  person,  found  to  apply; 
and  yet  we  find  that  even  while  the  Body  is  not  destroyed  (and  remains 
intact),  the  Breathing,  <fcc.,  cease  altogether. 

97.  "  Therefore  we  conclude  that  Breathing,  &c.,  are  not  the  pro- 
perties of  the  BodyL— because  these  cease  to"  exist,  while  the  Body  is  yefc 
seen  to  exist,— just  like  the  odour  of  flower-gai-lands  and  sandal-paintings. 

98.  "  Breathing,  &c.,  having  an  existence  external  (to  the  Body),  are 
perceived  by  other  people's  senses  (and  as  such  may  be  said  to  be*  the 
properties  of  some  exterior  object)  ;  but  Pleasure,    &c.,  having  only  an 
internal  existence,  are  not  so  perceived  (and  as  such,  they  can  point  to  the 
existence  of  the  Sonl). 

99.  u  These  (Pleasure,  <fec.,)  are  always  cognisable  by  such  inferential 
marks  as  a  happy  countenance  and  the  like.    If  it  be  urged  that—*  (the 
Pleasure  really  belongs  to  the  Body,  but)  is  not  perceived  on  account  of  its 
internal  existence/ — (we  reply  that)  even  on  tearing  open  the  Body  (at 
Death)  we  do  not  find  the  Pleasure,  <fcc.,  there. 

100.  "  On  tearing  open  the  Body,  we  can  see  the  colour,  &c.,  of  the 

95.96  All  causes  of  tlie  disappearance  of  properties  are  enumerated  herej  and  as 
none  of  these  is  found  applicable  to  the  ease  of  the  cessation  of  'Breathing  in  a  healthy 
Body,  we  mast  admit  that  Breathing  is  a  property,  not  of  the  Body,  but  of  the  In- 
telligent Ego,  that  leaves  the  Body  at  death. 

W  The  Odour  ceases  even  while  the  Body  continues ;  hence  it  is  accepted  to  he 
a,  property,  not  of  the  Body,  but  of  the  garland. 

98  This  refers  to  the  following  objection :  "  Breathing  is  fonnd  to  consist  of 
certain  movements  in  the  Air ;  and  as  such,  though  it  cannot  be  the  property  of  the 
"Body,  yet  it  can  belong  to  the  Air  j  and  hence  it  coald  not  prove  the  existence  of  the 
Soul."  The  sense  of  the  Eanlw  is  that  the  explanation  might  hold  good  for  the 
Breathing,  which,  as  having  an  existence  outside  the  Body,  is  perceptible  by  other 
people's  senses.  But  the  Pleasure,  &c.,  of  the  person,  which  are  only  inferable  from 
his  countenance,  cannot  be  so  perceived?  and  hence  these  could  not  be  attributed  to 
any  objects  outside  the  Body. 

s^  If  Pleasure  belonged  to  the  Body,  occupying  a  position  inside  thla  latter,  then 
a.t  death,  when  the  Body  is  torn  open,  we  could  see  this  Pleasure  encased  there.  In- 
asninch  as  such  is  nofc  the  case,  we  conclude  that  it  belongs  to  the  Soul,  and  m  such 
disappears  with  the  Soul,  at  death* 
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interior  of  the  Body,  but  not  Pleasure,  &c.  Therefore,  like  the  Mind,  and 
the  Will,  these  (Pleasure,  <fcc.),  too  cannot  be  regarded  as  properties  of  the 
Body. 

101.  "Pleasure,  &c.,  being  properties,  must  have  a  substrate,  like 
taste,  &c.,  and  that  which  is  the  substrate  of  these  (Pleasure,  <fecM)  is  the 
Soul." 

101-102.  The  Bauddha  replies :  "  One  who  argues  thus  (as  shown  in 
Karikas  92-101)  must  be  answered  thus  :  It  is  only  when  a  certain  entity 
is  established  to,  be  a  property,  that  from  the  fact  of  its  depending  upon 
some  other  (substrate)  w.e  infer  the  existence  of  the  object  (or  person) 
having  that  property.  But  for  us  Pleasure,  &c,,  are  not  established  to  be 
properties  (and  as  such  these,  cannot  prove  the  existence  of  the  Soul). 

108.  "  How  is  it  that  the  case  of  Remembrance  (Memory),  exactly 
resembling  the  case  of  Desire,  is  brought  forward  (in  the  Bhashya)  as 
something  different?  Both  (are  equal,  since  both)  equally  do  not  apply 
to  ^perceived  objects,  and  both  can  be  explained  as  being  due  to  '  Impres- 
sion *  ( Vftsanti). 

101  it  cannot  be  urged  that  "  Pleasure  has  no  substrate,  and  as  such  could  not 
prove  the  existence  of  the  Soul.'* 

101.10J  Beginning  with  this,  down  to  K.  106,  we  have  the  refutation  of  the  ahove 
VaigishiJca  arguments,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Bauddha.  As  the  Bauddha  does  nofc 
admit  of  Pleasure  being  a  Property,  the  argument  based  upon  this  supposition  can 
have  no  force  for  him, 

I0i  The  Bhashya,  having  established  the  incapability  of  Pleasure  proving  the  exie- 
tence  of  the  Soul,  puts  forward  Desire  as  the  property  that  would  establish  its  existence. 
This  is  thus  explained  in  the  Kfyikd  s  *  Desire  refers  only  to  such  an  object  as  has  been 
perceived  before,  and  found  to  be  agreeable.  Thus  this  Desire  cannot  but  belong  to  the 
same  entity  to  whom  this  previous  cognition  belonged.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do  find 
a  person  desiring  something  to-day  which  he  had  perceived  yesterday  ;  and  hence  we 
must  admit  of  the  existence  of  an  eternal  entity,  other  than  the  Perceptions,  which  per- 
ceives the  thing  one  day,  and  desires  it  on  the  next/  To  this  argument,  the  Idealist  ia 
represented  (in  the  Bhesliya),  as  making  the  following  reply :  "  There  is  nothing  that 
cannot  be  cognised  by  the  means  of  Bight  Notion,  and  as  such  we  cannot  admit  of 
/ y^ny  other  entity  save  the  Idea ;  so  Desire  also,  as  apart  from  Perception,  cannot  he 
/proved  to  us;  and  hence  the  mere  existence  of  Desire  could  not  convince  us  of  the 
existence  of  the  Soul.  Then,  as  for  the  fact  of  the  desiring  entity  being  the  same  as  the 
perceiving  entity,  we  could  explain  that  on  the  ground  of  both— Desire  and  Perception- 
belonging  to  the  same  Series  of  Ideas,  the  Desire  being  brought  about  by  the  Impressions 
left  by  the  Perception."  Having  thus  found  Desire  also  unable  to  convince  the  opponent 
of  the  Soul's  existence,  the  Bhashya  puts  forward  Memory,  as  affording  the  reason  for  the 
Soul's  existence,  the  process  of  reasoning  being  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  Desire.  And 
this  also  the  Idealist  is  represented  as  rejecting  onlihe  same  grounds  as  before.  It  is 
with  a  view  to  this  that  the  Karilca  neks— "When  the  grounds  in  support,  as  well  as  the 
arguments  against,  Memory  are  exactly  the  same  as  those  in  the  case  of  Desire, 
why  should  the  Bhashya  have  nut  forward  Memory,  after  Pesire  had  been  rejected  ?  " 
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104-105.  "  A  Desire  is  produced  by  a  mere  remembrance  ( of  tlie  object) 
independently  of  any  direct  idea  of  tbe  perception  itself;  and  hence  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  nominative  of  this  (Desire)  should  always  be  the  same 
as  that  of  Perception.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  Remembrance  is  always  in 
accordance  with  perception;  and  hence  its  nominative  is  always  the  same 
(as  that  of  Perception)  ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the  case  of  Remem- 
brance is  brought  forward  (in  the  Bhdshya}  again  (i.e.,  even  after  the  refuta- 
tion of  the  capability  of  Desire). 

106.  "  In  this  case  (of  Remembrance)  too,  since  the  Impression  (that 
causes  Remembrance)  is  in  the  same  *  Series'  (of  Ideas), — therefore  we 
can  explain  Remembrance  (as  being  due  to  the  same  Impression),    even 
.hough  it  be  different  (from  Desire)." 

107.  The  arguments  of  other  theorists  (for  proving  the  existence  of  the 
Soul)  being  thus  rejected,  the  BJiashya  proceeds  to  show  that  tlie  Soul  is 
itself  directly  cognisable  by  the  notion  of  "  I." 

108-109.     Though,  in  tbe  assertion  "I  go,"  the  word  "  I "  refers  to 
the  Body,  inasmuch,  as  it  is  the  Body  that  goes,  going  being  impossible  for 

104.105  These  Kdrikas  point  out  the  difference  between  the  cases  of  Desire  and 
Memory,  It  often  happens  that  one  man  perceives  an  object  and  finds  it  agreeable  ;  and 
then  he  describes  it  to  another  person,  who  comes  to  have  a  Desire  for  that  object  j  and 
thns  ifc  is  not  always  the  case  that  the  desiring  entity  Is  the  same  as  the  perceiving  en- 
tity. In  the  case  of  Memory,  however,  the  person  remembering  an  object  conld  not  bat 
be  the  same  that  had  previously  perceived  it. 

1°*  This  Karilta  points  out  the  grounds  on  which  the  Idealist  rejects  the  capability 
of  Memory  establishing  the  Soul's  existence.  The  Impression  that  causes  the  remem- 
brance, (and  which  is  the  basis  of  Memory)  always  occurs  in  the  same  *  Series  of  Ideas  ' 
as  that  which  causes  the  Desire.  Consequently,  even  though  the  case  of  Remembrance 
might  differ  from  that  of  Desire,  in  the  point  shown  in  the  previous  Ktirika,  yet,  inas- 
much as  the  fact  of  being  "brought  about  by  Impressions  is  common  to  both,  the  ground  of 
refutation  too  would  be  exactly  the  same  in  both.  Just  as  the  case  of  the  desiring  entity 
being  the  same  as  the  perceiving  entity  has  been  explained  on  the  ground  of  tbe  Desire 
being  brought  about  by  an  Impression  occurring  in  the  same  *  Series  *  as  the  Perception, — 
so,  in  the  same  manner,  we  could  also  explain  the  fact  of  the  remembering  person  being 
the  same  as  the  perceiving  one,  on  the  ground  of  the  Remembrance  being  due  to  the  Im- 
pression occurring  in  the  same  *  Series '"  as  the  original  Perception. 

101  \vith  this  KariJca  begins  the  explanation  of  the  Mtmansaka's  own  arguments  for 
proving  the  existence  of  the  Soul.  In  accordance  with  this  theory,  the  Soul  is  the 
object  of  the  notion  of  '  I '  which  is  directly  perceptible  by  the  Senses,  and  does  not  rest 
upon  mere  Inferences. 

108.109  Though  the  <  I '  in  ( I  go '  may  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  Body,— and  similarly  the 
fact  of  our  remembering  a  thing  to-day  as  it  was  perceived  some  days  ago,  as  also  the  fact 
Of  onr  recognising  a  certain  thing  as  being  the  same  that  was  perceived  by  us  a  few  days 
ago,&o.,&c. — all  these  may  be  explained,  somehow  or  other,  as  being  due  to  '  Impressions 
appearing  in  the  '  Series  of  Ideas/  &c.,  &c.~ yet  the  recognition  of  one's  own  self  as  being 
the  »ame  to-day  as  it  was  yesterday,  cannot  be  explained  except  by  postulating  au  eternal 
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tlie  Soul, — and  though  Remembrance  and  Recognition,  with  regard  to  other 
objects,  may  be  due  to  "  Impressions  " ; — yet  the  recognition  of  the  Cognising 
Self  (by  itself  as  being  the  same  to-day  as  ifc  was  yesterday)  is  hard  to  be 
got  at"(by*"  Impression,"  &c.) 

110.  Ifc  cannot  but  be  admitted  that  in  the  assertion  "I  know,"  the 
**  I "  cannot  but  refer  to  the  Knower; — this  Knower  may  be  either  the  "  Idea*' 
(as  held  by  the  Bauddha)  or  the  substrate  of  the  Idea,  the  "  Ego  "  (or  "  Per- 
son.") 

111-112.  The  applicability  of  Intelligence  to  the  material  elements 
making  up  the  Body  and  the  Senses,  <feo. — considered  either  as  one  complete 
whole  or  severally  (each  element  by  itself),  or  as  having  been  modified  into 
a  particular  shaped  Body  to  be  discriminated  from  other  material  objects, 
Body,  <fec.,) — has  been  rejected  by  the  Sankhyas  and  others,  on  the  grounds 
of  the  Body  (1)  being  impure,  (2)  being  a  partite  whole,  (3)  having  a 
shape,  (4)  being  material,  and  (5)  being  a  Body, — like  material  elements 

Soul.  Thus  then,  Ifc  ia  the  recognition  of  the  Self  that  is  brought  forward  by  the  Bhashya 
as  a  fact  proving  the  existence  of  the  Soul.  Ifc  cannot  be  denied  that  the  object  of  the 
previous  cognition,  and  that  of  the  subsequent  recognition  are  one  and  the  same.  Con* 
sequently,  even  if  you  have  recourse  to  '  Impressions,*  these  must  be  held  to  be  brought 
about  by  the  previous  cognition  of  the  Soul. 

110  In  the  case  of  *  I  go '  we  admit  of  the  fact  of  the  *  I  *  referring  to  the  Body,  only 
because  'going  *  is  nofc  possible  for  the  Soul.  But  in  the  case  of  *  I  know  *  the  case  is  quite 
the  reverse,  the  *  I '  ref ering  directly  to  the  Soul  j  as  ifc  is  the  Soul  alone  to  which 
*  Knowing  *  could  apply,  as  it  could  nofc  apply  either  to  the  Body  or  to  the  Sense-organs. 
The  word  *  I '  therefore  must  be  taken  as  referring  to  the  Knower ;  and  we  shall  prove 
later  on— in  K.  115  et  8e%* — that  the  Idea  cannofc  be  the  Knower  ;  and  hence  '  I '  cannot 
but  refer  to  the  Soul, 

111.118  «  Considered  either  as  one  complete,  $*c." — The  question  is — Does  Intelligence 
belong  to  each  of  the  elements  composing  the  Body,  or  to  all  of  them,  considered  as  one 
composite  whole  ?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  ifc  is  not  found  to  exist  in  the  elements,  earth 
and  the  rest,  when  these  exist  separately  by  themselves.  Nor  can  it  exist  in  all  of  them 
taken  collectively  j  because  that  which  does  not  belong  to  the  parts  cannot  belong  to  the 
whole.  For  the  same  reason  the  Intelligence  cannot  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  these 
modified  into  a  particular  corporeal  shape,  for  the  purpose  of  being  discriminated  from 
other  Bodies.  Because  even  then,  the  constituents  of  that  shape  remain  the  same  earth 
or  the  rest,  which  have  been  found  to  be  devoid  of  Intelligence.  Thus  then,  inasmuch 
as  Intelligence  cannot  belong  either  to  the  Body  or  to  the  Sense-organs,  these  cannot  be 
regarded  as  the  Knower  referred  to  by  the  *  I '  in  the  sentence  *  I  know.'  The  *  impurity  ' 
of  the  Body  consists  in  its  being  made  up  of  the  three  attributes— -Sattv a,  &c.  Just  as  the 
elements,  having  the  aforesaid  four  properties— being  a  partite  whole,  $*c.— are  devoid  of 
Intelligence,  so  must  the  Body  nlso  be  j  as  this  also  has  the  said  four  properties.  And 
just  as  the  dead  Body,  having  all  the  characteristics  of  the  Body,  ia  found  to  be  devoid 
of  Intelligence,  so  also  must  the  living  Body  be  regarded  to  b«  ;  because  there  is  no  dif- 
ference between  the  material  constituents  of  the  dead  Body,  and  those  of  the  living 
one. 


iTMA-VlDA.  403 

(which  is  an  instance  applying  to  the  first  four  premises),  and  like  the  dead 
&ody  (which  is  an  instance  applying  to  the  last  premiss). 

113.  If  all  (the  material  elements  constituting  the  Body)  had  Intelli- 
gence, then  all  being  equal  (in  importance)  could  not  be  related  to  one 
another.     And  if  only  one  of  them  had  intelligence,  then  the  fact  of  the 
other  (elements)  being  its  auxiliary  would  become  incompatible. 

114.  An  embodied  whole  and  a  shape  could  never  exist,  except  for 
the  purpose  of  some  other  entity.     If  we  have  a  distinct  enjoying  (expe- 
riencing)  Agent  (in  the  shape  of  the  Soul  apart  from  the  body),  endowed 
with  Intelligence,  then  the  incompatibility  ceases. 

115-116.  If  the  knower  were  only  an  Idea,  then  your  knower  would 
be  a  momentary  entity  ;  and  then  there  could  ba  no  recognition  of  any  pre- 
vious cognfser  (being  the  same  as  the  one  at  the  present  moment)  :  as  that 
*'  I  knew  this  before,  and  I  know  it  also  now.** 

117-119.  Because  of  this  (recognition),  which  "  Idea-moment  n  would 
be  the  object  ?  With  regard  to  the  previous  event  (cognition  in  the  past) 
we  would  have  the  notion  u  I  knew  "  ;  and  then  the  assertion  "  I  know  it 
also  at  the  present  moment  "  could  not  be  true  (with  reference  to  the  same 
oogniser),  because  the  "  Moment-idea  **  (that  cognised  the  previous  idea)  does 
not  cognise  the  present  Idea  (since  the  past  idea  must  have  disappeared  in- 
stantly, and  as  such  could  not  cognise  any  idea  at  the  present  time).  And 
a  cogniser  at  the  present  time  is  known  from  the  assertion  "  I  know  "  ;  and 
In  this  case,  the  assertion  c*  I  knew  it  "  would  not  be  true  (with  regard  to 
the  present  cogniser).  Because  the  present  cognising  Idea  coald  not  (have 
been  present  at  any  past  time,  and  as  such  could  not)  have  cognised 
(the  object)  in  tbepast.  If  both  (the  present  and  the  past  cognising  Ideas) 
were  to  be  the  objects  of  (recognition)  then  both  would  be  false,  Inasmuch 


US  "  QwM  not  be  related,  $*e."—  Those  that  are  equally  important  cannot  bear  any 
relationship  to  one  another,—  as  declared  by  Jaiminiin  the  Sutra  :—  *  Subsidiaries,  aH  being 
equal,  in  that  they  are  subservient  to  others,  cannot  bear  any  relationship  to  one  another." 
(Vl—iv—  13).  If  one  element  were  intelligent,  then,  it  would  not  require  the  aid  of 
the  others,  and  the  Body  would  be  constituted  by  that  one  element  only. 

U*  Cf.     SdnJchyakJrika  V7. 

II6  With  this  begins  the  refutation  of  the  Bauddha  theory  that  the  "  Idea"  is  the 
Jcnower, 

ll«.19  "Botii  would  be  /aZse."—  The  past  and  the  present  cognising  Ideas  being 
(in  your  opinion)  different  from  one  another,  could  not  be  the  object  of  the  subsequent 
recognition.  Because  this  could  be  possible,  only  if  both  the  cognising  Ideas  had  joint- 
ly  cognised  the  object,  both  on  the  former  occasion  and  on  the  present  one.  This, 
however  is  by  no  means  possible  j  because  the  present  Idea  had  no  existence  on  the 
former  occasion  ;  nor  could  the  past  Idea  exist  at  the  present  moment.  According  to 
us,  the  Soul  that  cognised  on  the  former  occasion  is  the  same  that  cognises  at  the  present 
moment  ;  and  as  such  Recognition  is  only  natural. 
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as  both  of  them  did  not  cognise  it  in  the  past ;  nor  do  they  both,  cognise 
it  at  the  present  moment, 

120.  The  "  seiies"  (of  ideas)  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  object  of  Recog- 
nition ;  because  none  of  the  two  forms  (past  and  present)  can  possibly 
belong  to  it.  As  the  series  did  not  cognise  it  in  the  past  (as  it  did  not 
exist  at  the  time  of  the  first  cognition),  nor  does  it  cognise  it  at  the  pre- 
sent moment, 'because  of  its  non-objective  (unreal)  character. 

121-122.  $Tor  is  there  any  common  element  in  the  past  and  present 
cognising  Ideas  (as  the  Banddha  does  not  admit  of  any  class  notion).  If  it 
be  urged  that  Recognition  is  due  to  similarity, — then,  we  could  not  have  any 
recognition  in  the  case  of  dissimilar  ideas  ;  as  in  the  case  "  I  knew  the  cow 
before,  and  (the  same)  I  know  the  Ticrse  now/' 

122-123,  If  it  be  urged  that  both  have  the  common  character  of  being1 
the  cogniser — then,  that  wonld  also  belong  to  other  persons,  and,  then,  in  the 
case  of  the  cognition  of  all  men,  we  would  come  to  recognise  the  "  I." 

123-124.  Even  if  both  these  (cognising  ideas  had  the  similarity  of) 
appearing  in  the  same  "series'*  (of  ideas), — then,  too,  all  the  recognition  we 
could  have  would  be  in  the  form  of  "  That,'* — just  as  we  have  with  regard 
to  the  cognitions  of  other  persons,  or  with  regard  to  external  objects  like 
the  jar,  &c.  (when  seen  twice). 

124-125.     "Impressions"  are  able  to  bring  about  the  recognition  of 

180  «  Non-objective  character" — Because,  according  to  the  Bauddha,  the  "  Series J* 
cannot  be  permanent  ;  nor  can  it  be  momentary ;  as  it  is  held  fco  consist  of  many  moment- 
ary Ideas.  And  as  such  this  "  Series  "  cannot  be  regarded  as  non-objective,  or  unreal. 

121,S»  The  Bauddha  does  not  admit  of  any  such  class  as  "  Idea."  "  Dissimilar  *' 
— in  the  case  cited,  the  previous  cognition  is  that  of  the  cow,  and  the  present  one  is  that  of 
the  horse ;  consequently  there  can  be  no  similarity  between  the  two  cognisers,  on  the 
ground  of  the  cognitions,  which  are  not  similar  to  one  another  ;  and  hence  the  recogni- 
tion, of  the  cogniser  of  the  present  cognition  as  being  the  same  as  that  of  the  previous 
one  cannot  be  said  to  be  due  to  similarity. 

188.83  if  the  mere  fact  of  both  being  cognisers  were  sufficient  ground  for  the  re- 
cognition of  one  as  being  the  same  as  the  other,  then,  inasmuch  as  one  person  would 
be  as  much  a  cogniser  as  another  person,  we  would  come  to  recognise  the  two  persons 
as  identical ;  and  this  would  be  an  absurdity  j  as  it  would  mean  that,  whoever  the 
cogniser  may  be,  he  would  always  be  recognised  as  '  I '  ! ! 

128.84  Granting  that  the  two  cognising  Ideas  have  the  similarity  of  appearing  in 
the  same  "  Series,"  and  that  as  such  one  could  be  recognised  as  being  the  same  as  the 
other, — even  then,  we  could  recognise  the  present,  as  being  the  past,  only  in  the  form 
'  this  is  that;  *  and  we  could  not  have  any  notion  of  '  I*  in  it.     Because  the  Cognition  is 
as  much  different  from  the  'I/  as  another  person's  Cognition,  or  as  any  external  object. 
Consequently,  the  recognition  laid  down  by  you  cannot  explain  the   recognition  of  the 
"  I "  in  the  assertion  — { I  who  see  the  cow  to-day  am  the  same  that  saw  the  horse 
yesterday.' 

l34»-36  ^ye  admit  the  ability  of  the  Impressions  to  bring  about  the  recognition  of 
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the  cogniser ;  but  they  cannot  bring  about,  wit-h  regard  to  a,n  object,  the 
idea  of  something  that  it  is  not;  for  **  Impressions"  are  not  a  cause  of  mis- 
taken notions  (and  the  notion  with  regard  to  an  object  as  being  something 
that  it  is  not,  cannot  but  be  a  mistaken  one). 

125-126.  And  the  notion  of  "  I  "  is  not  a  mistaken  one;  as  it  is  not 
set  aside  by  any  subsequent  cognition;  aiul  naturally,  this  notion  of  UI" 
cannot  refer  to  any  other  object  than  the  cogniser,  as  we  always  find  tlie 
cogniser  to  be  known  by  the  notion  of  **  L" 

127.  The  notions  of  "  I," — as  in  "lam  heavy,  or  fat,  or  lean,  &c.," 
when  taken  as  referring  to  the  Body, — must  be  held  to  be  mistaken  ones. 
Because  the  fact  of  the  Body  being  different  from  the  "I"  is  proved  by 
such  assertions  as  that  "  my  Body  is  heavy,"  <fcc. 

128.  With  regard  to  the  sense-organs  too,  we  find  that  they  are  al- 
ways spoken  as  being  different  from  the  "  1  "—e.g.,  in  the  assertions  "  this 
my  eye  is  so  and  so/'  "  my  mind  is  wandering/'  and  the  like. 

129.  Thus  then,  the  fact  of  the  body  not  being  the  cogniser  having 
been  established,  if  there  be  any  notion  of  identity  (between  the  cognising 
"  I  "  and  the  Body),  even  when  the  one  is  different  from  the  other,  then 
this  cannot  but  be  a  mistake  due  to  extreme  proximity  (of  the  cogniser 
with  the  Body). 

130.  The  idea  of  "wt/  Soul,"  indicating  difference  (between  the  soul 
and  the  "  I  "),  must  be  explained  as  being  due  to  the  difference  (from  the 
soul)  of  "  cognition,"   which  is  a  state  of  the  soul  (and  hence  often  spoken 
of  as  such). 

131.  Of  the  word  "My  "  (i.e.,  "  I  ")  the  direct  denotation  can  be  none 

the  present  cogniser  as  identical  with  the  past.  But  such  recognition  could  be  possible 
only  when  the  two  cognisers  would  be  identical.  On  the  other  handjwhen  there  is  #i 
distinct  difference  between  the  two  (and  the  Bauddha  has  failed  to  prove  their  identity), 
then,  in  no  case  could  the  one  be  recognised  as  the  other,— even  by  means  of  Impres- 
sions; specially  as  such  a  recognition"  could  only  be  a  misconception. 

1S6JW  We  always  have  an  idea  of  our  own  self  whenever  we  cognise  an  object  to 
be  the  object  of  the  notion  of  *  I.'  Hence  the  notion  cannot  refer  to  the  Body. 

121  « I  am  heavy  "  always  means  that  "  my  body  is  heavy."  Consequently  the 
notion  of  { I '  in  this  expression,  when  inade  to  refer  to  the  Body  alone,  apart  from  ail 
notion  of  one's  self,  cannot  but  be  false.  If  there  were  no  difference  between  the  "  1 1J 
and  the  Body,  then  we  could  have"  no  snch  notion  as  '  my  *  'body,  and  the  like. 

1*9  "  Any  notion  of  identity  "  as  in  *  I  am  heavy.' 

1*0  This  refers  to  the  following  objection  :  "  Just  as  we  speak  of  my  body,  so  we  do 
also  of  my  soul;  and  this  would  prove  that  the  Soul  is  something  other  than  the  I."  Tho 
sense  of  the  reply  is  that f  my-Soul,'  ^mj  cognition,— cognition  being  a  condition  of  the  Soul 
is  spoken  of  as  the  '  Soul* ;  and  certainly  the  cognition  is  something  other  than  the  '  I.' 

181  "Aforesaid  came"  i.e.,  the  fact  of  the  cognition  being  different  from  the  'I,' 
and  yet  being  spoken  of  as  *  Soul/  on  account  of  the  Cognition  being  a  particular  condi- 
tion of  the  Soul. 
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other  than  the  "  Soul  "  ;  therefore  the  notion  of  difference  (expressed  in 
"  My  soul  ")  must  be  due  to  the  aforesaid  cause,  and  the  difference  is  due 
to  the  difference  of  "Cognition,"  (and  therefore  the  expression  "My 
soul  "  cannot  be  taken  to  point  to  any  other  soul  than  the  one  expressed  "by 
the  "  1 "  in  the  word  "  My  "). 

132.  Those  alone,  who  have  no  knowledge  of  the  difference  (of  the 
soul  from  the  Body),  can  have  a  notion  of  **  I "  with  regard  to  the  Body. 
But  even  in  this  case  (they  have  this  notion  with  regard  to  the  Body,  only 
because)  they  think  the  body  to  "be  the  Soul.    Hence  the  notion  of  "  I  "  must 
always  (be  accepted  to)  refer  to  the  SouL 

133.  Those,  however,  who  have  a  knowledge  of  the  difference  (be- 
tween the  Soul  and  the  Body),  have  no  notion  of  "  1 "  with  regard  to  the  Body. 
And  as  for  the  notion  of  "  I  "  expressed  in  u  I  know,"  this  is  never  set  aside. 

134.  Far,  if  this  notion  were  absent  in  the  Yogis,  how  could  they 
have  any  ideas,  while  instructing  their  disciples  P    And  we  do  find  them 
thus  engaged  (in  instructing) ;  therefore  we  must  admit  that  they  are 
cognisant  of  the  "  Soul. " 

135.  In  a  case  where  only  a  half  of  a  certain  scripture,  &c.,  has  been 
learnt,  if  one  were  not  to  have  any  idea  that "  I  have  learnt  this  much/*  then 
(when  taking  up  the  study  of  the  work  after  some  time),  he  would  have  to 
learn  from  the  beginning  again. 

136.  Thus  then,  we  would  have  a  rejection  of  the  theory  of  the  non- 
existence  of  the  Soul,  by  means  of  the  aforesaid  Recognitions  (of  the  Soul), 
experienced  by  all  persons*    And  the  following  are  the  counter-arguments 
(against  the  arguments,  brought  forward  by  the  other  side,  to  deny  the 
existence  of  the  Soul). 

158  Though  they  think  the  Body  as  'I,*  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  Body  is  also  thoughl 
of  as  the  Cogniser,  and  as  eternal,  &c.,  &<s.t — they  make  no  difference  between  thi 
Body  and  the  Soul  j  and  thus  for  them,  the  Body  being  identical  with  the  Soul,  it  ii 
only  natural  that  the  notion  of  fc  I '  should  refer  to  the  Body  ;  and  in  fchis  case,  this  woulc 
not  be  adverse  to  the  notion  that c  1  *  refers  to  the  Soul. 

1S3  "  As  for  tlie  notion^  ^"c."  This  refers  to  the  following  objection  :  "  People  wht 
have  reached  the  highest  grades  of  knowledge,  cease  to  have  any  notion  of  'I  *  with  re 
gard  to  the  Soul  also;  consequently  the  Soul  too  cannot  be  rightly  regarded  as  the  ol> 
jecfcive  substrate  of  the  notion  of  *  I/  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that,  though  the  notioi 
of  '  I,1  as  expressed  in  *  I  go,'  *  I  run/  &cn  is  set  aside  by  a  true  knowledge  of  the  Soul 
yet  such  notions  of  '  I  *  as  are  expressed  in  '  I  know/  ore  never  found  to.  be  rejected. 

IS*  We  find  even  the  great  master  of  Yogis  imparting  instructions  to  Arjuna.,  am 
talking  of  himself  as — "  I  am  the  origin  of  this  Universe,  <fec.,  &c." 

ISfr  "We  find  that  one  who  had  learnt  the  first  lt»l£  at  some  previous  time,  take 
up  the  other  half  at  a  future  time.  This  "would  not  be  possible  If  there  were  DO  on 
Soul  occupying  the  Body  of  the  person,  daring  the  time  extending  over  the  complet 
period  of  his  study* 
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137-139.  (1)  The  eogniser,  known  as  the  "  I "  yesterday,* is  the  same 
that  continues  to-day,  because — the  eogniser  of  yesterday  is  known  as 
the  "  I, "  like  the  eogniser  of  the  present  time.  (2)  The  present  eog- 
niser must  have  been  the  cognisev  yesterday, — because  it  is  a  eogniser, 
or  because  of  the  aforesaid  reason  (i.e.,  "because  it  is  known  as  the  "I  "), — 
like  the  eogniser  of  yesterday.  (3)  Or,  we  may  have  the  arguments  based 
upon  the  "  cognitions  "  themselves  as  the  minor  term  :  all  cognitions  of  the 
"  I "  happening  to-day  or  yesterday  have  one  and  the  same  object  (Soul), 
— because  they  are  all  the  eogniser's  cognitions  of  the  "  I "  connected  with 
one  and  the  same  "  series  "  (of  Ideas), — like  any  ordinary  single  cognition 
of  the  "  L" 

140.  One  who  would  seek  to  know  the  Soul  by  the  help  of  the  Veda 
alone  would  find  himself  contradicted  by  certain  contradictory  texts  ;  hence 
the  citation  of  the  firfthmanas  (with  a  view  to  explain  away  the  contra- 
dictory passages). 

141.  The  Injunctions  (of  Sacrifices)  themselves,  standing  in  need  of  a 
permanent  Soul,  indicate  its  existence  on  account  of  the  inexplicability 
of  the  Injunctions  in  case  of  the  non-existence  of  the  Soul ;  and  the  texts 
cited  only  serve  to  strengthen  the  idea  of  the  Soul,  indirectly  indicated 
(by  the  Injunctions). 

142.  It  being  nsked — "  (if  the  existence  of  the  Soul  be  indicated  solely 
by  Vedic  Injunctions  and  texts),  when  the  Word  ceases  to  indicate  the 
Soul,  by  what  is  it  manifested  ?  " — the  reply  is  given  by  the  text — It  t> 
self-luminous^  meaning  that  The  Sottl  is  manifested  by  Itself. 

143.  By  saying  that  it  is  "  incognisable,"  in  general, — the  meaning 
\\ould  seem  to  be  that  it  is  so  (incognisable)  by  all  persons  (including 
even  the  Ego  himself) .     But  the  assertion  of  "  self -luminosity  "  distinctly 
indicates  its  incognisability  ty  others. 

144.  When  an  object  (the  *  gavaya  ')  is  cognised  by  means  of  another 
object  (the  *  Cow  '),  we  have  a  case  of  pure  Analogy  (or  Simile).    Where, 

181.189  The  KariM  puts  forward  another  argument  based  upon  the  "  Cognitions  M  : — 
"  Yesterday's  cognitions  were  those  of  the  Cogniser  known  to-day, — because  they  are 
cognitions  like  the  smes  of  to-day's  cognitions**' 

l*^  Having  established  the  existence  of  the  Soul,  by  means  of  reasonings,  the 
Bhashya  has  brought  forward  certain  Yedic  texts  in  support  of  the  same,  and  the 
Karika  shows  the  use  of  this  citation  of  authorities.  "  Contradictory  teats  " — sach  as 
* napretya,  &c/  ('  There  is  no  consciousness  after  death'}. 

1*1  As  shown  above,  the  attainment  of  Heaven  would  not  be  possible  if  there 
were  no  Soul.  Hence  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  accept  the  existence  of  the  Soul, 
for  fche  sake  of  the  Injunctions  of  actions  leading  to  Heaven,  &c.,  <&c. 

14*  «  Word  ceases  " — Le.>  when  the  texts  are  not  being  pronounced. 

I**  This  refers  to,  the  Bhashya  quoting  the  sentence — *  I  cognise  the  Soul  to  be  as 
you  cognise  ifc  to  be/  This  is  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  there  can  be  no  Analogy  in 


on  the  other  hand,  the  similarity  is  indicated  by  Words  alone,  there  \ 
have  a  case  of  "  Analogy  "  and  "  Verbal  testimony  "  (combined). 

145.  We  become  cognisant  of  other  people's  Sonls,  by  observing  the 
methods  and  actions,  such  as  are  not  possible  without  the  Soul ; — and  al 
of  such  cognition  of  other  people's  Souls  as  has  been  shown  by  Infereuc 
(in  K.  135  f.i.) 

146.  The  text  ("  thei*e  is  no  consciousness  after  death  " )  embodies  \ 
objection  urged  by  Maitreyi,  who  had  become  confused  by  various  pas 
ages  in  the  TJpanishads,  declaring  the  Soul  to  be  existing  and  non-existin 
perishable  and  imperishable;  and  (the  text  "This  Soul  is  imperials bl€ 
embodies)  the  statement  (by  Yajnavalkya)  of  the  final    well-ascertaim 

fact. 

147.  The  Soul,  by   Itself,  is  imperishable.     And  perishability  1: 
longs  to  (its  connection  with)  the  senses,  &c.,  together  with  the  capabi 
ties  (of  Dharma  and  Adharma).     And  the   "  absence  of   consciousness 
(mentioned  in  the  passage  "  there  is  no  consciousness  after  death  ")  refe 
to  the  Material  Senses,  &c.  (the  meaning  being  that  after  death,  the  So 
ceases  to  have  any  cognition  through  the  material  sense-organs  and  bod 
<fcc.) 

148.  Thus  has  the  author  of   the  Bhdshya,  with  a  view  to  refu 
Atheism,  established,  by  means  of  reasonings,  the  existence  of  the  Soi 
And  this  idea  of  the  existence  of  the  Soul   (thus  obtained)  comes  to 
strengthened  by  studying  the  V§d8nta  (i.e.,  the  Upanishads). 


Thus  ends  the  Section  on  Atma-vftda, 


Thus  ends  the  5th  Aphorism. 


a  case  of  Verbal  Assertion.    The  Kdrika  ndmits  that  this  is  not  a  case  of  pure  Analog 
it  is  one  of  Analogy  and  Verbal  Authority  combined. 

1*6  The   passage  just  quoted  speaks  of  one's  own  Soul  as   cognised  through 
similarity  to  other  men's  Sonls ;  and  the  Karika  shows  how  we  become  cognisant  of  t 
Souls  of  other  people. 


AFHOHISMS  YI  TO   XXIIL 


APHORISMS    VI  to  XXIII. 

On  tliB  EternaUty  of  Words, 

1.  Question :  "  When,   even  in  accordance  with,  the  theory  of  non~ 
eternality  of  Words,  meanings  are  comprehended  from  Words,  and  the  usage 
too  Is  without  beginning,  why  should  you   insist  upon  the  eternality  of 
words  ?  " 

2.  Answer:  True:  the  theorists  (holding  non-eternality )    do    desire 
such  comprehension  of  meaning ;  still,  we  have  to  examine  their  reasonings; 
hecause  the  mere  fact  of  acceptance  hy   others  cannot  he  regarded  as 
sufficient  ground  for  validity. 

3.  When  the  Word  is  momentary  (as  held  by  the  Bauddha),  then 
it  is  incapable  of  giving  any  sense.-     Consequently,  if  the  comprehension  of 
meanings  from  momentary  words  be  sought  to  be  established,  by  means  of 
arguments,  then  the  comprehension  of  the  Veda  would  become  groundless. 

4.  In   the  face   of  the  groundlessness  of  these  comprehensions  (of 
meanings  of  Words),  we  could  have  some  refuge  in  the  case  of  percept- 
ible objects   (which,  are  amenable  to  sense-organs,  and  as  such,  are  not 
totally   dependent  upon  verbal  expression).      As  for   Dharma,    however, 
depending  as  it  does   solely  upon  the  Veda,  it  would  lose  its  ground  alto- 
gether. 

5.  And  we  should  also  reject  the  theory  of  an  eternal  usage  being 
based  upon  objects  having  a  beginning   (and  as  such  necessarily  perish- 
able).    In  the  case  of  the  use  of  the  jar,  the  idea  of  the  (perishable)  indi- 

I  A  momentary  word  can  have  no  relationship  with  anything;  and  as  such, 
cannot  afford  any  meaning.  If,  in  the  face  of  such  incapability,  the  Veclic  sentences 
were  to  give  a  sense,  it  conld  only  be  in  accordance  with  a  human  convention.  Bnfc 
any  such  convention  is  held  to  be  inapplicable  to  the  Veda.  Hence  the  Veda  would 
become  meaningless. 

6  Words  being  momentary  cannot  be  the  objects  of  eternal  usage.  Though,  we 
find  an  eternal  usage— in  the  shape  of  the  fetching  of  watei — in  the  case  of  the  jar  • 
yet  such  eternality  is  based  only  upon  the  idea  of  the  class  jar,'  which  is  eternal. 
The  notion  of  the  individual  jar  being  an  object  of  eternal  usage  is  a  mistaken  one, 
for  certainly  any  single  jar  could  never  be  the  object  of  eternal  usage. 
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jar  is  a  mistaken  one,  as  it  really  pertains  to  tie  class  "jar" 
(which  is  eternal). 

6.  We  can  have  eternality  of  only  snch  a  usage  as  is  based  upon 
an  nn  changeable  eternal  entity.  In  the  absence  of  one  such  un  change- 
able eternal  entity  (in  the  shape  of  the  Glass),  there  is  nothing  that  could 
be  the  substratum  of  such  eternality. 

7*  And  further,  we  can  admit  of  no  nsage  other  than  what  is  gener- 
ally recognised.  Therefore  it  is  for  the  sake  of  the  validity  of  the  Veda, 
that  we  seek  to  prove  the  eternality  of  Words. 


Objections  against  the  eternality  of  Words  (embodied  in  Sutras  6-11), 

8.  "  Since  there  is  mutual  invariable  concomitance  between  non- 
eternality  and  "being  caused^  the  Sutras  lay  down  argnments  in  support  of 
one  of  these. 

9.  "  Words  are  caused, — because  many  of  us  recognise  it,  simultane- 
ously, in  diverse  places,  in  one  and  the  same  form ; — like  the  tracing  of 
letters  in  writing. 

10.  "  Or  (the  Siitra  may  be  taken  to  mean  that)  there  is  a  difference 
(iu  the  same  word  as  pronounced   by   different    persons),  because    they 
are  simultaneously  recognised  j   and   because   there  is  this    diversity  (or 
difference),  the  Word  must  be  caused.    Because  a  single  object  cannot  be 

*  It  is  only  an  eternal  entity  that  can  be  the  substrate  of  eternality ;  anything 
else  does  not  exist  long  enough  to  serve  as  such  a  substrate. 

1  We  find  all  usage  to  be  based  upon  notions  of  Class — and  not  on  those  of  Indivi- 
duals  '(vide  supra). 

8  From  this  Karika  down  to  K.  18,  we  have  the  explanation  of  Sutras  6  to  11, 
•embodying  the  arguments  against  the  eternality  of  words.  Thes.  Sutras  are :  (1) 
"  Some  say  that  the  Word  is  caused,  because  it  is  perceptible  only  after  an  effort"  (I — i — 6)  j 
(2)  "Because  it  does  not  persist19  (7);  (3)  **  Because  of  the  application  of  the  word  *  make ' 
with  regard  to  it  *'  (8) ;  (4) "  Because  it  is  found  to  be  pronounced  by  many  persons  at  one  and 
the  same  time "  (9)  ;  (5) C(  Because  it  undergoes  change  "  (10)  j  (6)  "Because  it  is  intensified 
%y  a  multiplicity  of  speakers "  (11).  Kdrika  8  refers  to  an  objection  urged  against 
Sutra  7-  This  Sutra  seeks  to  prove  the  non- eternality  of  words ;  while  whafc  the 
preceding  Butra  6  lays  down  as  the  conclusion  to  be  proved  is  that  the  word  is  caused. 
The  sense  of  the  'Kdrika  is  that  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that  whatever  is  caused  is  also 
non-eternal,  and  vice  rersd  ;  and  as  such  the  argument  that  proves  the  one  also  praves 
the  other, 

&*This  explains  Sutra  (9). 

1°  One  and  the  same  word — "  Caw  "  f  a.— -  is  recognised^  at  one  and  the  same  time, 
by  many  persons ;  and  unless  it  be  all-pervading,  like  AMrta,  this  would  nofc  be  pos- 
sible,— specially  if  the  words  recognised  by  different  persons  be  non-different  fro-m  one 
another;  but  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do  find  them  to -be  different  j  and  as  such  the 
word  cannot  but  be  regarded  as  caused  by  the  effort  put  forth  by  each  person, 
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cognised  simultaneously  in  different  places,  nnless  it  he  an  all-pervading 
entity  (like  Ak&ga)* 

11.  "  And  that  tbe  Word  is  not  an  all-pervading  entity  is  proved  hy 
the  fact  that  in  a  single  place  it  is  perceived  in  its  entirety,  like  the  jay,  <fcc. 
Therefore  the  word  ( l  Cow '  f .i.)  uttered  by  one  person  must  he  (held  to 
be)  different  (from  the  same  word  as  tittered  by  another  person).  * 

12.  "If  the   word    ('Cow*  f,i.)  were  one  only,  and  as  such  neces- 
sarily existing  in  one  place, — then,  when  it  would  be  used  by  one  person, 
it  could  not  possibly  ezist  in  the  mouth  of  another  speaker;  just  as  the 
mouth  of  one  person  (cannot  belong  to  another  person). 

13.  "  As,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  word  be  held  to  be  a  caused  entity, 
then,  since  the  actions  (efforts  of  individual  speakers)  are  different,  it  is 
only  natural  that  the  effects  of  these  actions  should  be  different  from  one 
another.     And  the  notion  of  all  these  being  one,  must  be  held  to  be  due  to 
their  extreme  similarity  (of  form), — when  the  fact  of  their  being  different 
from  one  another  is  so  clear. 

14  "Then  again,  if  the  "Word  were  eternal,  there  would  be  no 
ground  for  the  mistaken  notion  with  regard  to  it  (in  the  shape  of 
sameness,  Ac.)  And  the  unity  of  the  Word,— sought  to  be  proved  in  the 
passage  "  verily  it  is  the  positions  (of  the  word)  that  are  different,  and  not 

li  An  all-pervading  entity,  like  the  Aka$a,  is  never  capahle  of  being  perceived  in 
its  entirety*  And  if  such  difference  as  shown  above  is  admitted  in  the  case  of  one  and 
the  same  word,  you  cannot  deny  the  fact  of  its  being  caused  by  the  effort  put  forth  by 
each  individual  speaker ;  and  as  such,  it  cannot  be  eternal, 

1&  "  Effects  " — in  the  shape  of  th©  word  *'  Cow  "  pronounced  by  different  persons. 
This  word  uttered  by  one  person  cannot  but  be  different  from  that  nttered  by  another  5 
the  ordinary  notion  of  sameness  is  due  to  extreme  similarity. 

1*  When  it  is  proved  that  a  word  uttered  by  one  person  is  different  from  the  same 
word  uttered  by  another  person,  then  we  can  explain  the  notion  of  sameness  as  being 
due  to  similarity.  If,  however,  the  word  be  held  to  be  eternal,  then  there  can  be  $o 
ground  for  any  mistaken  notions  with  regard  to  that.  Because  if  there  were  any  such 
grounds,  then  the  word  would  lose  its  eternal  character,  as  shown  later  on.  Thus  if 
the  word  were  eternal,  the  said  notion  of  sameness  would  be  quite  real,  and  not  mis- 
taken j,  but  inasmuch  «s  the  sameness  is  shown  to  be  false,  the  eternality  cannot  but  be 
rejected  as  false  also.  Hence  if  the  word  be  held  to  be  eternal, — in  reality  it  has 
been  shown  to  be  otherwise — we  could  have  no  grounds  for  explaining  the  said  notion 
of  sameness.  "  And  the  unity"  $°c.t  $*c.  11  cannot  be  argued  that  the  identity  or  unitjti 
cognised  by  means  of  sense-perception  cannot  be  rejected  by  inferential  arguments. 
Because  it  is  only  correct  sense — perception,  that  is  incontrovertible ;  while  that  which  is 
distinctly  found  to  ba  incorrect, — e.g.,  the  perception  of  the  sameness  0f  the  flame  which 
is  undergoing1  changes  every  moment  is  always  set  aside  by  means  of  well -established  in- 
ferences* The  jfacb  is  that  the  word  tc  Cow "  is  diverse,  because  it  is  perceived  in 
several  places ;  tmd  hence  the  notion  of  sameness  or  unity  with  regard  to  that  word 
oaunot  but  be  a  mistaken  one  ;  and  from  this  it  must  follow  that  the  word  is  not  eternal" 
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the  word  itself*  (in  the  Bhashya  on  Sutra  15), — would  be  contradicted 
(and  rejected,  by  the  arguments  brought  forward  in  KariJcas  9,  10,  &c.) 

15.  "  Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  the  appearance  (of:  the  same  Word)  in 
different  places  (as  uttered  by  different  persons)  is  due  to  the  difference  in 
their   manifesting  causes   (in   the   shape   of    the   utterances   of  different 
speakers).    Because  a  single  jar  does  not  appear  diverse,  as  shown  by  lamps 
located  in  different  places. 

16.  "And  further,  since  the  impartite  Ak8$a  is  the  sole  substrate  of 
all  the  manifesting  utterances  (of  different  speakers)  together  with  the 
manifested (  Word), — therefore,  for  you,  the  manifestation  too  (of  the  Words) 
would  be  in  one  and  the  same  place. 

17.  "  The  letters  *  I,'  <fcc.,  are  non-eternal, — because  they  undergo  modi- 
fications into  other  letters  (*  ya,'  &e.)»  as  laid  down  and  regulated  by  the 
Smrti  and  similarity,  just  as  curd,  milk,  and  sugar,  &c.  (being  modifications 
of  milk,  grass,  and  sugar-cane  respectively,  are  recognised  as  non-eternal), 

18.  "And  again,  since  (the  utterance  of )  the  Word  is  intensified  in 
accordance  with  the  intensity  of  its  origin,  it  must  be  non-eternal,  like  the 
jar.    (The  notion  of  intensity  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  false  one,  caused  by  the 
intensity  of  the  manifesting  cause;  because)  even  though  we  may  have  a 
thousand  lamps  illuminating  a  jar,  the  jar  will  not,  on  that  account,  become 
any  larger." 

Reply  to  the  above  (embodied  in  Sutras  12-23). 

19-20.     In  this  (12th)  Sutra,  and  in  those  that  follow,  the  BJi&shya 
shows  the  inconclusive  character  of  the  above  arguments.     The  fact  of 

l&  A  diversity  in  the  manifesting  agency  cannot  cause  diversity  in  tho  mani- 
fested entity. 

16  Henco  yon  cannot  explain  the  diversity  of  the  word  "  Cow  "  as  being  due  to  the 
difference  of  the  positions  of  its  manifesting  causes,  in  the  shape  of  the  utterances  of 
several  persons. 

H  This  Eariht  explains  Sutra  10.  The  letter  *  i '  when  followed  by  the  letter  '  a*  is 
charged  into  *  ya'  (vide  Panini  VI— -i— 77) ;  and  out  of  the  modifications  laid  down  in  the 
Sutra— ya,  vat  ra,  ia, — ife  is  into  *  ya '  only  that  the  *  i '  is  changed,  simply  because  of  a 
certain,  similarity  between  these  two  letters?  and  certainly  that  which  undergoes 
changes  can  never  be  eternal. 

18  This  explains  Sutra  11.  No  amount  of  intensity  in  the  manifesting  cause  can 
bring  about  an.  intensity  in  the  effect.  It  is  only  an  increase  in  the  material  cause 
(Clay)  that  leads  to  the  enlargement  of  the  effect  {jar).  In  the  same  manner,  the  in- 
tensity perceived  in  the  word,  when  uttered  by  many  persons  simultaneously,  mnst  be 
held  to  be  due  to  a  certain  increase  ia  its  material  cause,  and  not  to  any  in  its  manifest" 
ing  causes.  And  thus,  inasmuch  as  the  word  undergoes  modifications  in  accordance 
with  the  modifications  of  its  material  cause,  and  as  such  it  resembles  the  Jar,— it  can- 
not but  be  regarded  as  non-eternal,  trausitory. 

19.30  \Vifch  this  begins  the  reply  to  the  above  arguments, — this   reply  being  em- 
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" being  perceived  after  a  certain  effort"  does  not  militate  against  the 
theory  of  eternality  either.  Therefore  (since  the  fact  of  being  perceived 
after  an  effort  does  not  negative  the  fact  of  its  existence  elsewhere),  as  the 
Word  is  perceived  only  after  an  effort,  we  recognise  its  existence  through 
perception  as  qualified  by  recognition,  at  other  times  also,  even  though  it  is 
not  then  perceived  directly  by  the  senses. 

20-22.  If  by  your  argument  ("  because  it  is  perceived  only  after 
effort")  you  mean  the  fact  of  its  non-perception  before  and  after  the  effort, — 
then  the  argument  becomes  doubtful — (1)  for  the  Vai$@shika,  with  regard 
to  "  class,"  (2)  for'  the  Sankhya,  with  regard  to  intelligence  as  residing  in 
the  Soul,  and  (3)  for  the  BandJha,  with  regard  to  the  three  entities  held 
by  him  to  be  other  than  momentary :  vis.,  "  Intelligent  Destruction," 
"  Non-intelligent  Destruction,"  and  "  Alcaga" 

22-24.  When  the  destruction  is  preceded  by  an  intelligent  process 
(e.g.,  the  breaking  of  a  vessel  by  means  of  the  stroke  of  the  stick),  we  have 
an  idea  of  "  Intelligent  Destruction."  And  when  the  destruction  is  not  so 
preceded  by  any  intelligent  process  (as  in  the  case  of  the  tumbling  down  of 
a  wall),  we  have  "  Non-intelligeiit  Destruction."  Both  these  (Destruc- 
tions), being  imperishable  are  held  to  be  uncaused  also.  The  Bauddhas 
have  asserted  that  Destructions  are  accomplished  by  themselves,  and  are 
(not  caused). 

24-25.  Because  that  which  is  found  to  have  a  cause,  is  invariably 
found  to  perish, — as  for  instance,  the  sprouts,  &c.  And  since  there  is  no 
destruction  of  Destruction,  it  must  be  uncaused. 

25-27.     From  the  fuel  as  connected  with  fire,  proceeds  a  series   of 

bodied  in  Sutras  12-23.  Sutra  12  Is  thus :  The  fact  of  being  perceived  after  effort  is  equal 
(to  the  theory  of  eternality  as  well  as  to  that  of  non-etemality). 

*0.»*  The  Vaigeshika  holds  the  Glass  to  be  eternal ;  and  yet  the  Class  is  not  per- 
ceptible, before  and  after  an  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Perceiver.  In  the  same  manner, 
with  the  Intelligence  of  the  Sankhya,  as  also  with  the  three  eternal  entities  accepted  by 
the  Bauddha, — none  of  these  being  perceptible  before  and  after  an  effort. 

**-**  That  which  is  caused  cannot  but  be  perishable.  Therefore,  in  order  to  be 
imperishable,  the  Destruction  must  be  uncaused. 

WJW  What  are  popularly  known  as  cases  of  Destruction  brought  about  by  some 
cause  are  only  cases  of  positive  Production ;  f.i.  the  case  of  the  burning  of  the  wood  is 
one  of  the  production  of  ashes. 

"  Not  perceived,  fa"—  Destruction  is  natural  to  all  entities;  but  it  exists  in  two 
forms,  the  subtile  and  the  gross.  So  long  as  an  object  continues  to  be  acted  upon  by 
homogenous  causes,  its  changes  are  all  homogenous  and  positive ;  and  daring  all  this 
process,  the  Destruction  continues  in  its  subtile  form  j  and  in  this  condition  it  is  not 
perceived.  It,  however,  comes  to  be  perceived  when  the  object  happens  to  be  acted 
upon  by  an  extemr  •  heterogenous  agency,— such,  f.i.,  as  the  stick  in  the  case  of  the 
breaking  of  the  jar  ;  aud  it  is  then  that  the  Destruction  appears  in  its  gross  form,  and 
us  such  becomes  perceptible. 


fiery  embers.  And  from  the  jar,  as  struck  by  a  stick,  proceed  c< 
earthenware  fragments.  Destruction,  being  natural,  and  having-  a 
istencein  itself  (without  any  agency  from  without),  is  extremely  subi 
and  hence  it  is  not  perceived  (to  appear),  —  being,  as  it  is,  lost  in  a  ser 
homogenous  positive  entities. 

27-28.  When,  however,  an  external  heterogenous  canse  happe 
fall  (t*0.,  operate)  upon  the  homogenous  series,  then,  by  means  < 
heterogenous  effect  (thereby  brought  about),  the  Destruction  appea 
its  gross  form,  and  (thereby)  becomes  manifested  (and  perceptible). 

28-29.  Thus,  then,  it  is  an  heterogenous  effect  that  is  brought  : 
by  the  cause,  —  by  which  cause  the  Destruction  is  distinctly  manifi 
though  it  is  not  brought  about  by  it. 

29-30.  Thus  then,  inasmuch  as  Destruction,  —  even  though  not  ay. 
ing  apart  from  an  effort  (in  the  shape  of  the  striking  with  the  stici 
instance)  —  is  found  to  be  uncaused,  your  reasoning  (embodied  in  Sut 
becomes  contradictory. 

80-32.  The  Akaga  too,  being  eternal,  —  when  it  happens  to  be  co1 
up  under  the  TOarth  or  Water,  —  is  rendered  visible  only  by  the  rentier 
these  (Earth  and  Water)  by  means  of  digging  and  pumping.  And  tbi 
see  that  here  we  have  perception  (of  AkoL^a}  only  after  an  effort.  0 
quently  your  reasoning  —  "  since  it  (  word)  is  perceived  only  after  an  ef 
—  becomes  doubtful. 

32-33.  If  it  be  urged  that  —  "  in  the  case  cited,  we  infer  that  the  J 
exists  all  along,  though  it  is  hidden  under  Earth  and  Water,"  —  ther: 
reply  that,  in  the  case  of  the  Word  too,  from  recognition,  we  infer  that  i 
ists  all  along  even  prior  to  (and  after)  the  effort  put  forth  by  the  spea 

33-34.  When  the  Aka$a  is  made  to  disappear  by  an  effort  in 
shape  of  filling  up  the  well,  then  we  find  that  the  argument  —  "  JBe( 
the  Word  does  not  continue  to  exist  "  —  becomes  doubtful. 

34-35.     In  the  well  thus  filled  up,  there  is  no  cognition  of  the  A< 


And  this  manifestation  leads  people  to  think  that  the  Destruction  has 
brought  about  by  the  cause. 

89.30  Your  argument  is  that,  since  the  Word  is  found  to  appear  after  an  < 
therefore,  it  must  be  caused.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  all  that  is  so  found  to  appf 
not  caused,  as  we  have  shown,  with  regard  to  Destruction. 

&0.82  We  now  proceed  to  show  that  the  argument  fails  with  regard  to  Akaga  al 

88.84  This  refers  to  Sutra  13,  which  refutes  the  argument  put  forward  in  8& 
Since  an  uncaused  and  eternal  entity,  like  Aka$a}  is  found  not  to  havo  a  cont 
existence,  therefore  the  argument  cannot  be  valid. 

Bi.85  jasfc  as  we  have  no  cognition  of  the  Word,  which  has  not  yet  been  ren 
perceptible  by  an  effort  on  the  part  of  man,  so  also,  in  the  case  of  AMga^  we  ha1* 
cognition  of  ifc  until  it  is  rendered  perceptible  by  aa  effort  in  the  shape  of  the  remc 
of  the  earth  from  the  well. 
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—because  that  which  has  "been  hidden  is  not  perceptible,—- just  as  the 
cognition  of  the  "Word. 

35-36,  If  the  argument  be  brought  forward  in  the  form—"  because  of 
the  non-continuance  of  the  Word  "  (thus  saving  the  cases  of  the  Jjfcapa,  &c.), 
— then  it  must  be  held,  by  the  person  holding  the  theory  of  the  manifesta- 
tion (and  not  production)  (of  the  Word),  to  be  an  unaccomplished  (in- 
complete) one. 

36-37.  If  (by  "  caused  ")  you  mean  the  fact  of  its  depending  (for 
manifestation)  upon  an  action  of  the  (manifesting)  causes, — then  (the 
argument  becomes  doubtful)  with  reference  to  the  cases  of  the  root  (of 
trees)  and  Water  under  the  ground.  Because,  though  these  (the  root  and 
Water)  are  caused  (in  the  above  sense  of  appearing  after  an  action  of  the 
cause)  yet  they  are  not  produced  by  the  actions  of  digging,  &c.  (which,  only 
serve  to  render  them  perceptible). 

37-38.  In,  the  case  of  the  Word,  there  is  no  other  action  productive  of 
it,  save  its  utterance  (by  a  person).  Even  if  the  argument  be  qualified  by 
the  specification  "  in  the  absence  of  impediments," — then  too,  it  becomes 
doubtful,  with  reference  to  the  same  facts  (of  the  roots  and  water  under- 
ground). 

38-39.     Because,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  impediments  (to  the 

S5.86  "  Unaccomplished  " —  because  the  Word  is  not  accepted  by  the  Mlmdnsaka 
to  have  a  non-continuous  existence.  Consequently,  an  argument  based  upon  a  fact  not 
accepted  by  him.  can  never  convince  him , 

$6.87  What  do  yon  mean  by  the  assertion — '  The  Word  is  a  caused  entity  ? '  (1) 
Does  it  mean  that  it  is  produced  by  some  cause,  (2)  Or,  that  it  is  perceived  after  a  cer- 
tain action  of  that  which  is  held  to  be  the  cause  ?  In  the  former  case,  the  argument — - 
'  because  it  is  perceived  after  an  effort ' — becomes  useless  j  as  it  does  not  prove  your 
conclusion.  And  in  the  latter  case,  in  view  of  the  case  of  the  roots  of  trees,  and  the 
water  under  the  ground,  the  said  argument  becomes  very  doubtful.  Because,  these  are 
perceived  after  a  certain  action — of  digging,  f.i. — and  as  much,  may  be  said  to  be 
c  caused,'  though  they  can  never  be  said  to  be  *  produced*  (brought  into  existence)  by 
the  digging ;  as  they  already  existed  under  the  ground.  In  the  same  manner,  even  if 
the  Word  he  proved  to  be  a  caused  entity  (in  the  above  sense),  it  could  not,  on  that 
account,  be  said  to  be  'produced/  Consequently,  your  argument  fails  to  prove  that 
Words  are  *  produced '  and  *  non-eternal/ 

81.88  If  the  argument  be  stated  in  the  form  — "  because  in  the  absence  of  any  im- 
pediments of  its  perception,  the  Word  is  not  perceived  before  and  after  an  effort"—- 
then,  too,  it  becomes  doubtful,  with  regard  to  such  things  as  the  water  underground. 
Because  these   too,  in  the  absence  of  any  impediments  to  their  perception,  are  not 
perceptible  either   before  or  after  the  presence  of  a  lamp,  or  of  other  causes  of  their 
appearance.    (Vide  next  K.) 

88.89  The   deaf   does   not  cognise  the  sound  of  a  Word ;  but  that  is  owing  to  the 
absence  of  the  manifesting  cause,  and  not  to  the  non-existence  of  the  Word.    And  as 
such  these  facts  of  non-perception,  before  and  after  the  effort,  cannot  prove  the  caused" 
ness,  and  the  consequent  non-eternality,  of  the  Word. 
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fiery  embers.  And  from  the  jar,  as  struck  by  a  stick,  proceed  certain 
earthenware  fragments.  Destruction,  being  natural,  and  having-  an  ex- 
istence in  itself  (without  any  agency  from  without),  is  extremely  subtile, — 
and  hence  it  is  not  perceived  (to  appear), — being,  as  it  is,  lost  in  a  series  of 
homogenous  positive  entities. 

27-28.  When,  however,  an  external  heterogenous  cause  happens  to 
fall  (i.e.,  operate)  upon  the  homogenous  series,  then,  by  means  of  an 
heterogenous  effect  (thereby  brought  about),  the  Destruction  appears  ifi 
its  gi*oss  form,  and  (thereby)  becomes  manifested  (and  perceptible). 

28-29.  Thus,  then,  it  is  an  heterogenous  effect  that  is  brought  about 
by  the  cause, — by  which  cause  the  Destruction  is  distinctly  manifested, 
though  it  is  not  brought  about  by  it. 

29-30.  Thus  then,  inasmuch  as  Destruction, — even  though  not  appear- 
ing  apart  from  an  effort  (in  the  shape  of  the  striking  with  the  stick,  for 
instance) — is  found  to  be  uncaused,  your  reasoning  (embodied  in  Sutra  6) 
becomes  contradictory. 

30-32.  The  Akfiga  too,  being  eternal, — when  it  happens  to  be  covered 
up  under  the  Earth  or  Water, — is  rendered  visible  only  by  the  removal  of 
these  (Earth  and  Water)  by  means  of  digging  and  pumping.  And  thus  we 
see  that  here  we  have  perception  (of  Akaca)  only  after  an  effort.  Conse- 
quently your  reasoning — "  since  it  ( word)  is  perceived  only  after  an  effort " 
— becomes  doubtful. 

.  32-33.  If  it  be  urged  that — "  in  the  case  cited,  we  infer  that  the  Akaca 
exists  all  along,  though  it  is  hidden  under  Earth  and  Water," — then  (we 
reply  that,  in  the  case  of  the  Word  too,  from  recognition,  we  infer  that  it  ex- 
ists all  along  even  prior  to  (and  after)  the  effort  put  forth  by  the  speaker. 

33-34.  When  the  Akaca  is  made  to  disappear  by  an  effort  in  the 
shape  of  filling  up  the  well,  then  we  find  that  the  argument — "  Because 
the  Word  does  not  continue  to  exist " — becomes  doubtful. 

34-35.     In  the  well  thus  filled  up,  there  is  no  cognition  of  the  Akaca, 

*8.29  And  this  manifestation  leads  people  to  think  that  the  Destruction  has  been 
brought  about  by  the  cause. 

S9.SO  Your  argument  is  that,  since  the  Word  is  found  to  appear  after  an  effort, 
therefore,  it  must  be  caused.  But  as  a  matter  of  fact,  all  that  is  so  found  to  appear,  is 
not  caused,  as  we  have  shown,  with  regard  to  Destruction. 

E0.82  W"e  now  proceed  to  show  that  the  argument  fails  with  regard  to  Akdga  also. 

88.84  This  refers  to  Sutra  13,  which  refutes  the  argument  put  forward  in  Sutra,  7. 
Since  an  uncaused  and  eternal  entity,  like  Akaqa,  is  found  not  to  havo  a  continued 
existence,  therefore  the  argument  cannot  be  valid. 

84.86  jQst  as  we  have  no  cognition  of  the  Word,  which  has  not  yet  been  rendered 
perceptible  by  an  effort  on  the  part  of  man,  so  also,  in  the  case  of  Jikdga,  we  have  no 
cognition  of  it  until  it  is  rendered  perceptible  by  an  effort  in  the  shape  of  the  removing 
of  the  earth  from  the  well. 
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—because  that  which  has  "been  hidden  Is  not  perceptible,-— just-  as  the 
cognition  of  the  Word. 

35-36.  If  the  argument  be  brought  forward  in  the  form — "  because  of 
the  non-continuance  of  the  Word  "  (thus  saving  the  cases  of  the  Akapa,  &c,), 
— then  it  must  be  held,  by  the  person  holding  the  theory  of  the  manifesta- 
tion (and  not  production)  (of  the  Word),  to  be  an  unaccomplished  (in- 
complete) one. 

36-37.  If  (by  "  caused  ")  you  mean  the  fact  of  its  depending  (for 
manifestation)  upon  an  action  of  the  (manifesting)  causes, — then  (the 
argument  becomes  doubtful)  with  reference  to  the  cases  of  the  root  (of 
trees)  and  Water  under  the  ground.  Because,  though  these  (the  root  and 
Water)  are  caused  (in  the  above  sense  of  appearing  after  an  action  of  the 
cause)  yet  they  are  not  produced  by  the  actions  of  digging,  &c.  (which,  only 
serve  to  render  them  perceptible). 

37-38.  In  the  case  of  the  Word,  there  is  no  other  action  productive  of 
ifc,  save  its  utterance  (by  a  person).  Even  if  the  argument  be  qualified  by 
the  specification  "  in  the  absence  of  impediments," — then  too,  it  becomes 
doubtful,  with  reference  to  tlie  same  facts  (of  the  roots  and  water  under- 
ground). 

38-39.    Because,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  impediments  (to  the 

S6.W  "  Unaccomplished  " —  because  the  Word  is  not  accepted  by  the  Mtmdnsdka. 
to  have  a  non-continnons  existence.  Consequently,  an  argument  based  upon  a  fact  not 
accepted  by  him  can  never  convince  him. 

*6-87  What  do  you  mean  by  the  assertion—'  The  Word  is  a  caused  entity  ? '  (1) 
Does  it  mean  that  it  is  produced  by  some  cause,  (2)  Or,  that  it  is  perceived  after  a  cer- 
tain action  of  that  which  is  held  to  be  the  cause  ?  In  the  former  case,  the  argument — 
'  because  it  is  perceived  after  an  effort J — becomes  useless  ;  as  it  does  not  prove  your 
conclusion.  And  in  the  latter  case,  in  view  of  the  case  of  the  roots  of  trees,  and  the 
water  under  the  ground,  the  said  argument  becomes  very  doubtful.  Because,  these  are 
perceived  after  a  certain  action — of  digging,  f .i. — and  as  much,  may  be  said  to  be 
(  caused,*  though  they  can  never  be  said  to  be  *  produced'  (brought  into  existence)  by 
the  digging ;  as  they  already  existed  under  the  ground.  In  the  same  manner,  even  if 
the  Word  he  proved  to  be  a  caused  entity  (in  the  above  sense),  it  could  not,  on  that 
account,  be  said  to  be  'produced.*  Consequently,  your  argument  fails  to  prove  that 
Words  are  *  produced J  and  c  non-eternal.' 

81-88  If  the  argument  be  stated  in  the  form  — "  because  in  the  absence  of  any  im- 
pediments of  its  perception,  the  Word  is  not  perceived  before  and  after  an  effort" — 
then,  too,  it  becomes  doubtful,  with  regard  to  such  things  as  the  water  underground. 
Because  these  too,  in  the  absence  of  any  impediments  to  their  perception,  are  not 
perceptible  either  before  or  after  the  presence  of  a  lamp,  or  of  other  causes  of  their 
appearance.  (Vide  next  K.) 

88.89  The  deaf  does  not  cognise  the  sound  of  a  Word  ;  but  that  is  owing  to  the 
absence  of  the  manifesting  cause,  and  not  to  the  non-existence  of  the  Word*  And  as 
such  these  facts  of  non-perception,  before  and  after  the  effort,  cannot  prove  the  caused" 
ness,  and  the  consequent  non-eternality,  of  the  Word. 
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perception  of  these),  they  are  not  perceived,  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
causes  (favouring  their  perception).  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  case 
of  the  Word  also,  we  would  have  no  cognition  of  it,  on  account  of  the 
absence  of  its  manifesting  agency  (the  ear,  li.), — as  we  find  in  the  case  of 
the  deaf.  If  the  non-existence  of  the  manifesting  cause  be  said  to  form  the 
inpediment  (meant  in  the  argument),  then  too  the  argument  would  be 
incomplete. 

40.  If  it  be  urged  that — "  our  reason  is  non-existence  (of  the  Word) 
before  and  after  (the  effort)," — then  too,  the  reasoning  is  non- con  elusive, 
and  unaccomplished  (non-convincing).     Because,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
Word  exists  all  along ;  but  is  not  perceived,  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
causes  (favouring  its  perception,  by  helping  its  manifestation). 

41.  And  the  cognition  of  the  Word  depends  upon  a  cause  which  is 
momentary;  just  as  during  a  dark  and  cloudy  night,  our  vision  depends 
upon  a  flash  of  lightning  (which  is  momentary). 

42.  Just  as  a  lamp  is  held  to  be  the  manifester  of  the  jar,  &e., 
through  the  aid  that  it  affords  to  the  eye, — so  (in  the  case  of  the  Word) 
utterance  (by  the  Speaker)  would  be  (the  manifester  of  the  Word),  through, 
the  impression  it  makes  upon  the  ear  (of  the  hearer). 

43.  This  is   not  affected  by  the   question — "In  what  form  is  the 
impression  ? "     Because,  just  as  in  this  case  of  production  (of  the  Word 
in  the  ear),  so  equally  in  this  case  (of  manifestation)  also,  the  power  (of 
manifestation)  is  beyond  Sense-perception. 

44.  How  can  any  objection  apply  to  a  power^  which  is  even  inferable 

'*  Incomplete  "—-Because  the  absence  of  such,  an  impediment  would  mean  the  nega- 
tion of  the  absence  of  the  manifesting  cause — which  would  be  equivalent  to  the  exis- 
tence of  the  cause ;  and  during  such  existence  there  can  be  no  non-perception  of  the 
Word  (which  is  always  perceived  whenever  the  manifesting  cause  is  present). 

*0  The  objection  means  that  ifc  is  not  the  non-perception,  but  the  non-existence, 
of  the  Word  before  and  after  the  effort,  that  we  lay  down  as  an  argument  against  its 
eternalifcy.  But  this  argument  is  unconvincing  to  the  Mzmansakctj  who  does  not  ad- 
mit such  non-existence. 

41  Since  the  cause  regarding  the  already  existing  word  lasts  only  a  moment, 
therefore  the  word  is  not  perceptible  before  and  after  the  effort.  Hence  this  latter 
fact  cannot  prove  the  non-existence  of  the  "Word  before  and  after  the  effort.  As  nn 
example  of  the  manifesting  cause  being  momentary  we  have  the  flash  of  lightning 
illuminating  things  in  a  dark  and  cloudy  night. 

*s  The  agency  producing  the  sotmd  in  the  ear  is  not  perceptible  to  the  senses.  So 
the  agency  manifesting  it  too  wonld  as  reasonably  be  imperceptible.  Hence  the  non- 
ascertainment  of  the  form  of  impression  cannot  affect  our  position. 

*4  So  long  as  the  Power  suceecls  in  bringing  about  its  effect — in  the  present  case, 
manifestation  of  the  Word, — its  existence  and  efficiency  can  never  be  questioned. 
And  specially  as  such  efficiency  is  proved  by  concomitance  :  the  cognition  of  the  Word 
existing  only  when  there  is  the  manifesting  ngency  of  the  utterance  and  not  otherwise. 
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from  the  effects  (it  brings  about)  The  only  ground  for  believing  (the 
utterance  to  have  the  power  of  manifesting  the  Word)  lies  in  the  fact  of  the 
cognition  (of  the  Word)  appearing  only  when  there  is  utterance. 

45.  Thus  then,  ifc  is  by  means  of  supersensuous  power  alone,  that 
these  (utterances)  impart  a  supersensuous  facility  (power)  to  the  Sense- 
organ  (the  ear),  and  thereby,  become  the  causes  of  the  manifestation  of 
Words. 

46-48.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  manifesting  cause  cannot  be  hetero- 
genous  (to  the  manifested  entity  "), — then  (we  ask),  how  can  you  hold  the 
ear  to  be  the  manifester  of  sound  ?  And,  how  could  the  fiery  lamp  be  the 
mnnif esters  of  the  earthy  jar  ?  And,  lastly,  what  homogeneity  could  there 
be  between  the  Conjunction  of  the  Soul  (with  the  Mind,  which  conjunction 
is  held  by  the  Vai$eshika$  to  ba  the  manifester  of  all  perceptions)  and 
the  objects  (perceived)  ?  If  you  take  your  stand  npon  some  such  genus 
(as  the  summum  gemts  "entity,"  to  which  everything  belongs,  and  through 
which  all  things  may  be  said  to  be  homogeneous), — then,  that  would  serve 
us  also  (as  both  the  Utterance  and  the  Word  would  equally  belong  to  the 
genus  "entity").  Barring  ^he  means  of  cognition  or  perception  (of  fche 
Word),  nothing  else  can  be  rightly  regarded  as  the  manifester. 

48*49,  Therefore  just  as  an  homogenous  entity  is  accepted  to  be  a 
manifester,  simply  on  the  ground  of  its  being  the  means  of  perception, — 
so  too  would  also  an  heterogeneous  entity  (be  held  to  be  a  manifestei*),  <>n 
the  same  ground  of  perception  being  concomitant  with  (t.e.,  existing  on  the 
existence  of)  that  manifesting  cause. 

49-50.  Not  knowing  the  fact  of  the  Utterance  belonging  to  the  Air, 
and  thinking  it  to  belong  exclusively  to  the  palate  and  other  (places  of 
Utterance  in  the  mouth),  the  objector  (in  the  Bhashya)  has  urged  the 
objection — " even  on  the  cessation  of  the  (Utterance)  the  sound  is  heard, 
&c.,  &c." — in  order  to  prove  the  non- manifesting  power  (of  Utterance). 

45.48  if  utterances,  being  heterogeneous  to  Words,  cannot  bo  the  chief  manifests, 
then  the  Bar  could  not  he  the  raanif ester  of  sound  and  so  forth.   "  Barring,  &c."     This  is 
added  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  that  the  lump  being  known  to  be  a  manifester  of 
the  jar,  &c.,  it  was  right  to  bring  it  forward  as  an  instance  ;  when,  as  in  the  case  of  tho 
Conjunction  of  Soul,  people  do  not  ordinarily  know  this  as  a  manifester,  it  is  not  right 
to  bring  it  forward.     The  sense  of  the  Karikd  is  that  everything  that  brings  about 
the  perception  of  an  object  is  its  manifester,  and  the  Conjunction  of  the  Sonl  is  the 
means  of  such  perception  j  therefore  this  too  is  as  good  a  manifester  as  anything  else. 

48.49  \Ve  have  the  same  grounds  for  accepting  an  heterogeneous  entity  to  be  a 
manifester,  as  we  have  for  "accepting  an  homogeneous  one. 

4*-&0  The  *ound  is  heard  even  after  the  utterance,  because  it  resides  in  the  air. 
But  the  objector,  who  is  made  to  speak  in  Urn  Bhashya,  is  ignorant  of  the  fact,  and 
knows  the  sound  too  to  reside  in  tho  p.-iUte,  <fcc,,  which  ceases  as  soon  as  the  speech  has 
ceased. 
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50-51.  And  it  is  with  regard  to  the  fact  of  its  belonging  to 
(and  hence  continuing'  even  after  the  speaking  has  ceased),  that  tl 
is  given  (in  the  Bhashya)  that  in  fact,  the  Utterances  do  not  cease. 
assertion  (in  the  Bhashya)  of  the  fact  of  (the  sound)  "striking"  (t 
Ac.,  4c.,  the  above  objection  as  well  as  its  reply  remain  ^ith  th 
nections  (and  significations)  obscure. 

51-52.  In  the  BMshya  passage  beginning  with  "  If,  &c ,"  the 
festation."  that  is  spoken  of,  is  possible  in  three  ways  :  It  is  poss: 
through  a  change  (safiskard)  in  the  word  itself,  or  (2)  through 
the  sense-organ  (the  Ear),  or  (3)  through  that  of  both. 

52-53.     Objections :  "  If  the  change  were  in  the  Word,  then 
would  cognise  it.     Because  of  an  entity,  which  is  impartite  and 
vading  (as  the  Word  is  held,  by  the  Mlmftntialta,  to  be),  there  coul 
change  in  any  one  portion. 

53-54.     "  Nor  is  it  possible  for  the  process  of  change  to  be  re, 
in  accordance  with  the  diversity  of  its  substrates   (ie.,  the  Ear 
hearing  it).     Because,  being  like  the  Akaqa  and  the  Soul,  the  Wi 
held  by  the  Mlmansaka)  can  have  no  substrate. 

54-56.  "  If  the  AM$a  be  held  to  be  the  substrate  (of  the  W 
even  then,  the  change  cannot  belong  to  a  portion  of  the  Word,  im 
as  it  is  itself  impartite ;  and  also  because  people  always  cognise  the 
in  its  entirety.  If  the  Word  had  undergone  a  change,  only  in  a 
of  it,  it  could  never  be  cognised  in  its  entirety,  pervading,  as  it  do< 
the  whole  extent  of  the  Akaga. 

56-58.  "  If  the  Ear  be  held  to  be  the  Ak8$a  itself,  it  being  all-] 
ing,  the  conjunction  ( with  the  Word  uttered)  would  be  equal  (in  the^ 
all  men).  And  thus  we  would  have  the  possibility  of  hearing  wore 
from  a  great  distance.  And  in  this  way  (i.e.,  if  the  Ear  were  to  be  - 
the  Ears  of  all  men  would  become  one  (since  AW$a  is  one) ;  and 
quently  when  one  person  hears  something  all  men  would  hear 
absurdity)  • 

60-Bl  The  utterances  do  not  cease  with  the  speech.  They  continue  in  the 
some  time.  The  fact  of  the  utterance  belonging  to  the  Air  is  known  only  v 
Bhdshya  has  asserted  the  sentence  "  Abhighata,  &c." 

61.58  The  passage  referred  to  is  the  Pitrvapa"ks"ha  passage :  "  If  the  connect 
disjunction  (of  the  palate*  &c.»}  were  to  manifest  the  Word,  <fec/' 

68-68  Now  begins  the  setting  forth  of  the  objection  raised  in  the  Bhashya 
to.     The  Word  being  the  change  produced  in  it  by  utterance,  must  belong  to  L! 
of  it.    And  as  it  is  all-pervading  all  men  would  hear  it. 

*&  It  cannot  be  held  that  the  change  is  produced  in  the  Word,  only  in  so  i 
Is  ia  conjunction  with  the  Ear  of  men  near  the  speaking  man, 

66.68  The  Ear  of  all  men  being  all-pervading,  the  sound  made  in  America  w 
as  well  heard  by  us  as  by  those  near  the  speaker. 
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58-59.  "  Inasmuch  as  the  Akaca  is  impartite,  it  cannot  be  held— 
for  the  double  purpose  of  regulating  (the  change  produced  hy  utterance, 
and  the  limitation  of  hearing) — that  the  Ear  is  that  part  of  the  Akfya, 
which  has  been  modified  by  the  Virtue  and  Vice  (of  the  person  having  the 
Ear). 

59-60.  "  These  objections  also  apply  to  the  theory  of  the  Vaig&shi- 
kas  (who  hold  the  Ear  to  be  Akaca)  ;  and  to  the  doctrine  of  Kapila  (San- 
khya)  also,  as  the  Ear,  &c.,  being  all-pervading  (inasmuch  as  all  sense- 
organs  are  modifications  of  Self-consciousness,  which  is  held  to  be  all-per- 
vading),— the  same  process  of  reasoning  would  apply. 

60-61.  "  (If  the  change  belonged  to  the  Ear,  then)  the  Ear,  being  once 
changed  (which,  in  the  case  of  Ear,  means  being  made  'capable  of  cognising 
sounds),  would  comprehend  all  the  Words.  Just  as  the  eye  opened  (and 
rendered  capable  of  vision)  for  seeing  a  jar,  does  not  fail  to  see  the  cloth 
also  (if  it  be  before  the  eye). 

61-62.  "  The  same  objections  would  apply,  if  the  change  belonged 
to  the  object  (ie.,  the  Word).  Since  the  Word  exists  in  the  same  place  (as 
the  ear),  the  change  of  the  one  is  not  different  from  that  of  the  other. 

62-63,  "  There  would  be  a  change  in  the  ear,  by  the  removal  of 
the  air  filling  up  (the  cavity  of)  the  Ear.  But  we  always  see  that  when  a 
covering  is  removed  we  perceive  everything  that  may  have  lain  in  the 
place  (covered). 

63-64  "  The  Word  being  held  to  be  one  only,  it  is  not  possible  for 
it  to  be  changed  (for  one  person)  and  not  changed  (for  another  person)  at 
one  and  the  same  time.  And  if  only  one  of  these  conditions  (changed 
or  not  changed)  he  held  to  apply  to  it  at  a  time, — then  it  would  be  either 

58-69  Such  modification  by  the  deeds  of  persons  possessing  the  Ear,  could  explain  the 
limitations  in  hearing.  Because  the  deeds  of  each  person  being  different  the  capacities 
of  their  Ears  would  also  be  different. 

6°-to  And  the  objection,  is  that,  if  the  change  produced  by  utterance  were  to  belong 
to  the  Bar.  All  Words  being  external  and  all-pervading,  the  Ear  is  always  in  proxi- 
mity to  all  Words ;  hence,  if  it  were  to  be  modified  and  rendered  capable  of  compre- 
hending Words,  it  \vould  comprehend  all  the  Words — which  is  an  absurdity. 

81  Since  the  Word  heard  is  co- extensive  with  the  Ear,  the  change  of  the  Word  is 
open  to  the  same  objections  as  the  change  of  the  Ear, 

6*-63  The  only  change  that  is  possible  in  the  Ear  and  the  Word  is  that  which  is 
brought  ahout  by  the  removal  of  the  Air  filling  up  the  cavity  of  the  Bar.  Bat  in  that 
case  the  covering  of  Air,  the  only  impediment  of  the  Ear,  having  been  removed,  it  would 
comprehend  all  Words,  because  they  also  are  in  the  Ear,  which  is  all-pervading  like 
Ak&fa,  and  hence  all  the  Words  exist  in  it ;  consequently  if  the  covering  be  removed,  all 
the  Words  would,  equally  be  open  to  comprehension. 

08-«4  if  the  Word  were  to  be  changed  once  only,  it  would  be  so  for  all  people ;  and 
hence  all  people  would  hear  it.  la  the  same  way,  if  it  were  to  be  not-changed  only,  uo 
person  would  hear  it.  % 
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cognised  (heard),  or  not  cognised,  by  all  persons  (at  one  and  the  fi 
time). 

64-65.  "  If  the  change  be  held  to  belong  to  "both  (the  Bar  and 
Word),  —  then  this  theory  would  be  open  to  all  the  objections  that  1 
been  shown  above,  to  apply  severally  to  each  (i.e.,  to  the  change  of  ^V 
and  to  that  of  the  Ear).  Therefore  a  partial  cognition  of  the  "Word  ( 
the  cognition  of  the  Word  by  some  people  and  not  the  rest)  would  no 
possible,  unless  the  Word  be  held  to  be  a  caused  entity." 

65-66.  The  Bhashya  has  given  a  reply  to  the  above,  based  u 
(the  theory  of)  the  change  belonging  to  the  Ear.  The  hearing  by  diffei 
individual  hearers  is  regulated  by  a  diversity  among  their  Bars. 

66-67.  Nor  do  we  admit  the  Ear  to  be  necessarily  (identical  wi 
Ak&fa.  Nor,  again,  is  the  Akaga  itself  impartite;  inasmuch  as  \ 
(impartite  character)  has  been  denied  (with  reasons)  by  the  Jainas  i 
the  S&Miyas. 

67-68.  Therefore  the  Ear  could  eifcher  be  a  part  of  AJcaga  itself, 
a  distinct  entity  by  itself  (  without  being  open  to  the  aforesaid  objectioi 
And  thus,  in  accordance  witli  our  theory,  for  each  person,  verily,  there 
a  separate  Ear  —  this  being  inferred  from  the  (otherwise)  iuexplicabil 
of  effects  (in  the  shape  of  the  hearing,  of  different  persons,  being  differs 
from  one  another). 

68-69.     (Granting  the  theory  of  Ear  being  -I&flpa),  even  though 
(Ear)  "  were  one  and  all-pervading,  yet,  the  change  produced  by  utterai 
could  belong  only  to  the  substrate  of  the  auditory  Ak&pa  only.     Therefi 
the  Word  would  be  cognised  only  by  that  Ear  (auditory  Akaga)    which 
affected  by  that  change  (and  thus  there  would  be  no  chance  for  the  We 
being  heard,  or  uot  heard,  by  all  persons  simultaneously)  (as  urged  in 
63-64). 

69-70.  If  the  change  be  attributed  to  the  organ  of  Sense  (the  Ei  i 
—  even  then,  the  change  could  (be  held  to)  apply  to  the  organ,  through  i 
substrate  (via.,  the  tympanum  in  the  body  of  the  hearer).  And  thus  t 
Word  would  not  be  heard  by  that  Ear,  of  which  the  tympanum  has  n 

affected  by  the  change  (produced  by  the  utterance). 


6B.68  XMs  refers  to  the  WiasJiya  ;  u  One  who  holds  the  manifestation  of  words 
not  open  to  the  said  objections;  because  the  disjunctions  and  conjunctions  of  the  palai 
&c.,  of  the  speaker,  do  not  affect  the  Ear  that  is  at  a  distance,  &o.,  &c. 

AIM  If  the  Ear  of  each  person  were  not  distinct,  we  could  not  explain  the  fact 
a  Word  being  heard  by  one  person,  and  not  by  others. 

Substrate  of  the  auditory  Akaga  is  the  Ear  in  the  body. 
And  consequently  we  would  not  have  the  absurdity  urged   in   K.  63-6 
That  is  to  say,  there  could  be  no  chance  of  the  Word  being  either  heard,  or  not  heard,  1 
all  persons  simultaneously. 
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70-71.  An  utterance  does  not  effect  any  change  In  the  auditory  organ, 
i-f  ifc  fails  to  reach  the  Ear  (in  the  body).  Therefore  the  applicability  of 
•fclie  change  (produced  hy  utterance)  is  regulated  by  the  diversity  of  the 
csorporeal  Ear  (which  is  different  for  each  person)  (and  consequently  there 
Is  no  chance  of  the  absurdity  of  a  Word  being  heard  by  all  persons  simul- 
"fcsaneously,  or  that  of  a  very  distant  sound  being  heard  with  as  much  dis- 
tinctness as  one  near  at  hand). 

71-72.  Obf,  :  "  But  then,  the  auditory  organ,  having  been  affected  by 
is  lie  change  in  one  corporeal  substrate,  would  become  the  means  of  cognising 
(that  Word)  in  all  persons,  —  for  those  who  hold  all  auditory  sense  to  be  one 
only  (on  the  ground  of  its  being  identical  with  Akaga^  which  is  one)." 

72-73.  The  cognition  (audition  of  the  Word)  is  held  to  be  produced 
in  the  bodily  organ  of  persons.  Consequently  the  change  (appealing  in 
"felie  organ  of  one  body),  appearing  in  a  place  other  than  the  principal  ele- 
-roent  (audition  of  the  Word  by  other  persons),  fails  in  an  essential  factor 
(  necessary  for  audition  by  others). 

73-74.  Even  one  soul,  though  impartite,  and  as  such  cognising  (a 
"Word)  by  its  whole  self,  has  the  cognition  in  the  body  ifc  occupies  (and  which 
it;  has  acquired  in  accordance  with  its  past  deeds).  And  after  this  explana- 
tion, our  theory  no  longer  remains  faulty  (objectionable). 

74-75.  Just  as  the  Aka$a,  though  one  (and  impartite),  comes  to  be 
cliversely  connected  with  several  partite  objects  severally,  —  so  in  the  same 
yoauner,  would  it  also  be  open  to  change  and  non-change  (in  accordance 
"with  its  substrates  in  the  bodies  of  men)  (and  hence  the  change  in  one 
auditory  AkQga  could  not  lead  to  the  cognition  of  another  person,  and  so 
JEortb.  as  urged  in  Karik&s  56-57  et  seq). 

75-76.  Even  though  Akaga  is  impartite  and  all-pervading,  yet  the 
cc  connection  "  (of  Akd$a  with  the  partite  objects,  jar,  <fcc.,)  having  a  dual 
substrate  (in  the  shape  of  Ak&ga  and  the  partite  object),  depends  upon  the 
^  jpartite  objects)  jar,  <fce.,  lying  on  the  earth  only  (and  as  such,  the  connec- 
t-£on  cannot  be  said  to  be  all-pervading). 


The  sense  in  one  person  being  the  same  as  in  other  persona  :  if  it  happens 
fco  be  affected  in  the  Ear  of  one  person,  and  lead  to  his  cognition  of  the  Word,  it  would 
jremaln  affected  even  in  the  Ear  of  other  persons.  Therefore  when  one  person  hears 
SL  sound,  all  others  would  hear  it. 

73.75  Change  is  a  secondary  element  in  cognition  which  is  the  principal  element. 
^Lud  the  secondary  element,  in  order  to  be  effective,  must  be  in  the  same  place  as  the 
j>ir;Imary.  The  cognition  is  to.be  produced  in  the  bodies  of  men  and  nowhere  else. 
OPJierefore  the  change  affecting  the  sense  in  Kama's  body  cannot  bring  about  a  cogni- 
tion In  the  body  of  Krishna.  Because  the  change  in  Bama  is  not  co-extensive  with  the 
cognition  in  Krishna. 

V.T&  This  is  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  that  the  connection  of  Alcana  would 
stXso  be  all-pervading. 
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76-77.  Deafness,  &c.,  are  also  regulated  by  the  same  cause  (i.e.,  by 
the  effects  produced  in  the  bodily  organ).  And  this  (deafness)  is  not 
experienced  by  another  (i.e.,  any  Soul  other  than  the  one  to  which  the  parti- 
cular body,  with  the  deranged  ear,  belongs),  —  inasmuch  as  it  is  influenced 
by  the  virtue  and  vice  (of  that  particular  Soul). 

77-78.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  a  village  lord,  when  removed  from 
the  mastery  over  the  village,  —  though  he  continues  to  reside  in  the  village, 
yefc  lie  does  not  enjoy  (the  possession  of)  the  village,  —  so,  in  the  same 
manner,  though  the  Soul  of  a  deaf  person  continues  to  reside  in  the  body, 
jet,  being  deprived  of  its  mastery  (over  the  organ  of  audition),  it  does  not 
hear  any  sounds,  even  when  others  (near  him)  hear  it. 

78-80,  Even  if  (it  be  granted  that),  like  the  auditory  sense,  the 
Word  and  its  substrate  too  are  without  any  parts  (£.e.,  impartite)  and 
incapable  of  occupying  any  one  place  (i.e.,  all-pervading,  —  even  then,  the 
theory  is  not  open  to  the  (aforesaid)  objections.  Because  the  air-vibra- 
tions, which  are  held  to  be  the  manif  esters  (of  the  Word),  are  both  en- 
dowed with  parts  and  capable  of  occupying  different  places  (i.e.,  are  neither 
impartite  nor  all-pervading).  And.  (of  these  manifesting  air-  vibrations) 
there  are  different  classes  also,  —  on  which  (classes)  are  based  the  changes 
(produced  in  the  auditory  sense). 

80-81.  Just  as,  in  your  theory,  the  air-vibration  (utterance)  put 
forth  for  one  Word,  does  not  produce  another  Word,  —  so,  in  our  theory  too, 
the  vibration,  capable  of  producing  changes,  in  the  Bar,  enabling  it  to 
cognise  one  Word,  will  not  be  able  to  make  a  change  for  the  sake  of  an- 
other Word. 

81-82.  Just  as  any  one  of  the  contacts  of  the  palate,  &c.  (by  the 
speaker),  (put  forth  for  the  pronunciation  of  one  Word)  cannot,  in  your 
theory,  produce  another  Word,  —  so,  in  the  same  manner,  any  one  of  these 


Deafness  results  when  the  bodily  organ,  Ear,  which  is  the  substrate  of  audi- 
tory sense,  becomes  deranged.  Hence  both  the  ability  and  inability  of  the  auditory 
sense  must  depend  upon  the  effects  produced  (or  changes  brought  about)  in  the  bodily 
organ. 

T8-80  «  jjf  anif  ester  *'»  that  which  renders  cognisable.  "Different  classes"  —  For  one 
class  of  Letters  there  is  one  class  of  Air  ^vibrations?  and  so  on  with  each  letter  that 
is  pronounced.  And  the  change  produced  in  the  auditory  sense  is  none  other  than  the 
contact  with  these  Vibrations,  The  Ear  coming  in  contact  with  a  vibration,  cognises 
only  that  letter  (or  Sound)  which  belongs  to  the  same  class  as  (i.e.,  is  homogeneous  (to 
that  vibration.  This  KariM  meets  the  objection  urged  in  Kdrikas  60-61. 

80.81  Even  one  who  holds  the  theory  of  words  being  caused  finds  it  necessary 
to  assex-t  that  Words  can  be  produced  only  by  such  air-  vibrations,  as  are  homogeneous 
to  them. 

This  meets  the  objection  urged  in   KariMs  62-63  and  shows  how  " 
°fc  possible. 
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contacts  of  the  palate,  &a,  wMcli  is  capable  of  putting  forth  such  sounds 
«ts  bring  about  changes  in  the  auditory  sense  favourable  for  the  cognition 
of  any  one  particular  Letter,  is  not  able  to  indicate  sounds  of  other  Letters. 

82-83.  Therefore,  both  in  the  theory  laying  down  the  production  of 
"Words,  and  that  holding  their  manifestation,  the  diversity  of  all  capabilities 
(for  producing  changes  in  the  Auditory  Sense,  &c.,  <fcc.),  is  equally  inferable 
from  the  (otherwise)  inexplicability  of  certain  well-known  effects  (every- 
clay  facts  of  ordinary  life).  And  (from  the  same  inexplicability)  could 
also  be  inferred  the  diversity  of  effort  and  desire  to  speak  (which  inference 
ix>o  is  equally  possible  in  both  theories), 

83-84.  If  the  change  be  held  to  belong  to  the  object  (Word),  then  too 
tlie  change  would  apply  to  one  Word  only  (and  not  to  all,  as  urged  in 
HZ&riJc&s  61-62).  And  even  this  one  would  not  be  heard  by  all  men  (simul- 
taneously), on  account  of  a  difference  in  their  capabilities. 

84-86.  Just  as  (in  your  theory)  though  the  Word  is  produced  equally 
"with  regard  to  all  men,  yet  it  is  not  cognised  by  all  (simultaneously),  on 
account  (as  you  explain)  of  the  fact  of  (its  cognition  depending  upon)  the 
divisions  of  direction,  place*  <fcc., — so,  in  the  same  manner  (in  our  theory 
also)  when  a  Word  is  affected  by  changes  brought  about  by  sounds  produced 
In  proximity  to  some  men,  the  Word  is  heard  by  ttsse  men  alone,  and  not 
try  those  that  are  at  a  distance  (from  those  sounds) . 

86-87.  Even  if  it  be  held  that  the  changes  belong  to  both  (the  Bar 
and  the  Word),  the  assertion  (in  Karikas  64-65)  of  this  being  open  to  hoth 
objections  (urged  against  the  change  of  "Word"  and  change  of  "Ear") 
is  untrue.  Because  on  account  of  discrepancies  in  either  (of  these  two 
changes  of  Word  and  Ear),  all  (Words)  are  not  heard  by  all  (Ears  of  all 
men). 

87,  A  method  (of  the  cognition  of  Word)  must  necessarily  be  laid 
down  by  such  inquirers  as  strictly  follow  the  universally  accepted  fact  of 
-the  hearing  (of  Words)  obeying  the  desire  to  speak  (on  the  part  of  the 
speaker). 

88-90.  In  this  matter,  some  people  (the  Vatg&shiJtas)  hold  that  the 
Word  (sound)  is  primarily  produced  by  Conjunction  and  Disjunction  ;  that 

88.8*  «  Difference  in  capabilities.**— One  who  is  at  a  distance  is  not  as  able  to  hear 
^3  one  who  is  near.  The  latter  half  meets  the  objection  nrged  in  in  RariJcas  63-64, 

81.63  Just  as  your  cognition  of  the  Word  is  governed  by  Direction,  &c.,  so  are  nlso 
our  changes  of  Words,  &c. 

86-8T  A  discrepancy  in  the  Ear  of  people  (caused  by  distance,  &c.)>  makes  it 
Impossible  for  all  men  to  hear  a  sound  simultaneously.  And  a  discrepancy  of  the 
Word  (caused  by  the  fact  of  one  sound  manifesting  only  one  Word),  makes  it  impos- 
sible for  all  the  Words  to  be  heard  at  one  and  the  same  time. 

88-89  By  Conjunction,  as  in  the  case  of  the  drum  struck  by  the  stick,  and  by  Di«? 
junction,  as  in  that  of  the  flute. 
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from  this  (sound)  is  produced  another  sound  similar  to  it  5  and  that 
place  next  to  this  is  produced  another  sound  also  similar  to  it,  then  fo 
another,  and  so  on,  in  the  manner  of  waves  and  ripples  ;  and  it  is  th« 
sound  (of  the  series)  that  is  caught  by  the  Ear. 

90-91.  But,  in  this  theory,  there  are  many  assumptions  of  in 
ceptible  facts.  In  the  case  of  a  sound,  we  are  never  cognisant  of  any  ra 
plicity  of  sounds  (as  lield  by  the  VaigesJiika) , 

91-92.  Even  the  fact  of  one  sound  producing  another  is  ground 
inasmuch  as  sound  has  no  action.  Nor  can  an  immaterial  entity  i 
sound), — being,  as  it  is,  incapable  of  striking  (against  anything) — pro 
an  effect  in  a  place  removed  from  itself. 

92-93.  Nor  is  there  any  means  of  regulating  the  productioi 
sounds,  with  regard  to  the  limit  of  their  reach.  Nor  is  there  any  cause 
could  account  for  the  restriction  of  the  direction  (of  sounds),  andfoi 
fact  of  (sounds)  following  the  current  of  winds. 

93-94.  It  is  hard  to  prove  that  a  sound  produces  another  whic 
either  similar  or  homogeneous  to  it.  Nor  are  we  cognisant  of  any  grot 
for  believing  the  production  (of  sounds)  to  extend  on  all  sides  (speci 
as  waves  and  ripples,  which  you  cite  as  an  instance  of  the  method,  proc 
in  a  single  direction). 

94-95.  And  again,  it  is  not  possible  for  foregoing  sounds,  that 
entirely  destroyed  (without  leaving  any  trace),  to  produce  the  subseqi 
sounds,  which  had  absolutely  no  existence  before.  And  just  as  the  pc 
bility  of  a  series  of  cognitions  (has  been  rejected  under  Nir&lamlanavac 
so  too  is  the  possibility  of  a  series  of  sounds  (inadmissible). 

95-96.     In  the  case  of  the  Waves,— since  they  have  a  certain.  v< 

90,92  YiTe  do  not  cognise  the  sound  heard  to  be  different  from  the  sound  uttered, 

91.9*  if  an  immaterial  entity  were  to  have  snch  an  effect,  then  such  effects  (soui 
would  be  possible,  even  beneath  the  ground  (i,e.t  the  sound  produced  above  the  gro: 
would  be  heard  in  the  nether  world):  because  an  immaterial  object  would  never  be 
tarded  iu  its  progress  by  any  such  interceptions  as  those  presented  by  material  obje 
lite  the  Earth,  Ac. 

W-93  Sound  being  immaterial,  what  would  be  the  means  whereby  we  could  ace 
the  theory  that  the  series  of  these  sounds  stops  short  at  a  certain  point,  beyond  wh 
it  does  not  go.  And  since  no  such  cause  can  be  found  there  would  be  an  endless  ser 
of  a  sound,  which  would  thus  come  to  be  heard  simultaneously  by  the  whole  world* 

If  sound  be  immaterial,  how  could  we  explain  the  fact  of  its  being  produced  in  < 
direction,  or  the  fact  of  its  being  caused  in  the  wake  of  word-carreuts— both  of  wh: 
are  possible  only  with  material  objects  ? 

53  Since  a  sound  cannot  be  a  material  cause,  it  cannot  produce  another  sound* 

94.95  A  sound  on  being  produced  is  instantly  destroyed  and  no  trace  of  it  is  left  I 
hind.  How  then  can  this  be  the  cause  of  the  next  sound  in  the  Series,  which,  till  fchi 
has  had  no  sort  of  existence  ? 

$B.9d  4.  ripple  has  a  certain  velocity  for  a  long  time  after  its  first  appearance,  ai 
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city  (motion)  and  action,  it  is  possible  for  them  to  produce  effects  in  places 
other  than  that  of  the  cause  (i.e.,  the  first  ripple,  having  motion,  can  pro- 
duce another  ripple,  even  afc  a  distance  from  it).  Because  the  action 
of  such  (mobile)  causes  lasts  so  long  as  the  velocity  (or  motion) 
lasts. 

96-97,  (Granting  such  a  production  of  sounds)  this  production  could 
not  be  impeded  by  the  intervention  of  walls,  &c.,  because  the  existence  of 
an  immaterial  substance  (like  sound)  in  the  midst  of  a  material  substance 
(like  the  wall)  is  not  impossible. 

97-98.  And  further,  "Walls,  &c,,  do  not  serve  either  to  destroy  or 
remove  the  Akftpa  (and  hence,  sound  being  a  property  of  Ahaga,  cannot  be 
destroyed  or  in  any  way  intercepted  by  the  Wall),  Therefore,  even  inside 
the  Wall,  Alcftpa  cannot  be  rendered  imperceptible. 

98-99.    If  JLkSpa  did  not  formerly  exist  in  the  place,  then  the  very  ex- 
istence of  the  Wall, — as  also  of  all  its  inner  parts, — would  be  a  contradiction 
(because  all  things  exist  in  space,  which  is  the  same  as  ATc&ga)*    Because 
"  these  cannot  have  any  existence  in  a  material  substance. 

99-100.  If  it  be  held  that  "  the  Akfifa  bears  only  the  production  of 
such  sounds,  which  are  free  from  any  contact  with  a  substance  having  the 
character  of  an  interceptor," — such  a  statement  has  no  reasons  in  its 
favour. 

100-101*  This  statement  cannot  be  said  to  be  proved  by  Apparent 
Inconsistency  j  inasmuch  as  the  fact  (of  sound  being  intercepted)  is  cap- 
able of  being  otherwise  explained.  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  (Appar- 
ent Inconsistency)  is  not  held  to  be  a  means  of  right  notion  by  those  who 
admit  of  only  two  such  means  (Sense-perception  and  Inference). 

so  long  as  this  velocity  lasts,  it  will  go  on  prodncing  other  ripples.    TMs  is  not  possible 
ia  the  case  of  sound,  which  has  neither  velocity  nor  motion. 

91-98  Because,  being  immaterial  and  all-pervading,  the  Akaga  must  have  existed  in 
the  place,  prior  to  the  erection  of  the  wall  j  and  since  it  could  not  be  in  any  way  inter- 
cepted by  the  presence  of  the  wall,  it  must  be  admitted  to  continue  in  the  place  even 
after  the  wall  has  been  built. 

9S-99  "  Because,  &c.  '* — Since  it  is  so,  they  must  be  held  to  have  their  existence  in 
an  immaterial  entity  like  Akaya. 

99.100  This  qualification  is  a  saving  clause  against  the  argument  based  on  the 
intervention  of  the  wall.  The  objection  means  to  imply  that,  since  the  sound,  in  the 
case  of  the  presence  of  a  wall,  is  in  contact  with  ait  intercepting  substance  in  the  shape 
of  the  wall,  therefore  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  produced  when  its  progress  has  been  stop- 
ped by  the  wall.  Hence,  behind  the  wall,  the  sound  is  not  heard. 

100.101  it  is  only  when  a  fact  is  not  cognisable,  and  cannot  be  explained  without  the 
admission  of  a  certain  other  fact,  that  this  latter  is  accepted  on  the  (otherwise)  apparent 
inconsistency  of  the  former  fact.  In  the  case  of  sound,  however,  all  the  facts  are  ap» 
plioable  in  accordance  with  the  Mimansaka's  theory.  Therefore,  there  is  no  Incon- 
sistency that  would  lend  support  to  any  new  theory. 
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101-102.  ISTor  can  the  assumption  be  said  to  be  due  to  Inference  j  in- 
asmuch as  no  relation  (of  concomitance)  is  perceived  (to  exist  between  pro- 
duction and  any  invisible  entity,  as  the  intermediate  sounds  propounded 
by  the  VafySshikd).  If  it  be  urged  that  "we  could  Lave  the  Inference 
from  a  general  affirmative  premise, —  "  then,  in  that  case,  your  reasoning 
would  be  contradictory. 

102-103.    Thus,  (if  it  be  argued  that)—  "a  sound  is  productive  of 
homogeneous  sounds, — because  it  is  a  property, — like  the  Sense-organs  (of 
Taste,  &c.)," — (this  would  be  met  by  the  counter-argument  based  upon  the 
same  premise) :  viz :  A  sound  is  not  productive  of  other  sounds,— for  the  same 
reason  (i.e.,  because  it  is  a  property,  and  properties  are  not  productive  of 
other  properties).     (And  if  the  production  of  other  sounds* were  like  the 
productions  of  the  Sense-organs,  then,  as  these  latter  appear  in  tbe  same 
point  of  space  as  is  occupied  by  the  Sense-organ,  so  in  the  same  manner, 
the  intermediate  sounds)  would  appear  in  the  same  place  as  that  occupied 
by  the  primary  sound  (and  thus  there  could  be  no  transmission  of  sounds). 
103- 105.     Because  (it  is  a  matter  of  common  experience  that)   the 
place,  which  is  occupied  by  the  parts  of  the  piece  of  cloth,  is  also  the  place 
where  all  its  properties   exist,  and  it  is  the  same  place  where  the  whole 
(piece  of  cloth)  made  up  of  the  parts  also  exists ;  and  the  properties  of  the 
whole,  too,  occupy  the  same  place  (as  is  held  by  the  "Whole  itself).     Thus, 
we  have  co-extensiveness  (of  the  properties  of  the  Cause  and  those  of  the 
Caused).    In  the  same  manner  (we  could  infer  that),  all  the  (subsequent 
intervening)  sounds  have  no  place  other  than  that  held  by  the  primary 
(first)  sound. 

105-106.  A  sound  does  not  produce  another  sound, — because  it  is  a 
sound, — like  the  final  sound  (where  the  series  of  the  VaipBshika  ends). 
Similarly,  Conjunction  and  Disjunction  (held  by  the  Vaipeshika  to  be 
productive  of  sounds)  (do  not  produce  sounds) — because  they  are  so  (£e., 
because  they  are  Conjunction  and  Disjunction), — like  any  other  ordinary 
Conjunction  and  Disjunction. 

106-107.  In  fact,  the  theories  of  the  movement  of  the  sound,  and 
that  of  the  auditory  sense, — as  held  by  the  Jama  and  the  SSnlchya  respect- 
ively,— are  more  reasonable  than  the  above  (VaigSshika)  theory.  But- 
these,  too,  become  untenable,  on  account  of-  the  following  reasons. 

10L103  The  Inference  from  general  affirmation  is  shown  in  the  first  half  of  the 
Karika.     "  Contradictory  " — also  proving  a  proposition  aimed  at. 

105.106  A  syllogism  proving  the  fact  of  sounds  not  producing  sounds. 

106.107  The  Jaina  theory  is  that  the  sound  having  been  uttered  travels  bodily  to  the 
ear  of  the  hearer.    And  the  SdnkJiya  theory  is  that  the  sense  being  all-pervading  travels 
to  the  region  where  the  sound  is  produced. 
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107-108.  The  travelling  of  sound,  as  proposed  by  the  Jaina,  is  an 
imperceptible  fact,  as  are  also  the  materiality  and  tangibility  (of  sounds) 
the  suppression  of  existing  sounds,  non-cognisability  by  the  tactile  sense 
(even  in  presence  of  its  tangibility),  and  the  existence  of  many  subtile  fac- 
tors (technically  called,  by  the  Jainas,  "  Pu&gala  ")• 

109.  How  can  there  be  any  production  (of  the  final  perceptible 
sound)  by  means  of  these  (subtile  factors),  which  are  imperceptible  (and 
as  such  incapable  of  producing  perceptible  entities)  ?  And,  from  what  sort 
of  diversity  in  the  process  of  production  would  proceed  the  Diversity  of 
the  Letters  (appearing  in  the  sound)  ? 

110-111.  In  the  absence  of  fluidity  in  these  (subtile  factors),  how  can 
they  be  said  to  be  mixed  up  (into  a  complete  whole,  in  the  shape  of  the 
sound)  ?  And  (even  if  such  mixing  up  be  admitted,  as  in  the  case  of  a 
lump  of  flour),  how  is  it  that  in  the  travelling  (from  the  regiou  where 
the  sound  is  produced  to  that  where  it  is  heard),  the  sound  is  not  dissi- 
pated (and  blown  away)  by  the  air-currents  ?  —  specially  as  these  parts 
(z.e.,  the  subtile  factors  making  up  the  sound)  are  extremely  light  (being 
subtile)  and  are  not  bound  together  (into  a  composite  whole)  by  any  thing. 
And  just  as  a  lump  of  clay  is  shattered  (into  fragments)  by  striking 
against  trees,  so  would  the  sound  also  (be  shattered  into  its  imperceptible 
component  fragments  by  its  striking  against  trees,  &c.,  intervening  in 
its  path,  from  the  place  of  production  to  that  of  its  cognition). 

112-113.  (If  the  sound  be  held  to  be  a  component  whole,  made  up  of 
paris,  then)  having  entered  into  the  Ear  of  one  man,  it  could  not  be  heard 
by  others.  -N"or  is  there  any  cause  for  the  multiplicity  -of  intervening 
sounds.  Kor,  lastly,  is  it  possible,  for  one  and  the  same  (component 
sound)  to  travel  on  all  sides  (in  order  to  be  heard  by  different  persons). 

113.  Even  in  accordance  with  the  theory  that  it  is  the  Auditory 
Sense  that  moves  (to  the  region  where  the  sound  is  produced),  —  such  (motion 
of  the  Auditory  Sense)  is  not  possible.  And  if  (it  be  held  that)  it  is  the  func- 
tion (  or  action  of  the  Ear)  that  travels,  then  (in  that  case)  it  would  mean 
the  assumption  of  two  imperceptible  factors  (since  neither  the  function  of 
the  Ear  nor  the  travelling  of  the  function  is  perceptible).  And  further, 


107.108  This  Karika  enumerates  the  various  imperceptible  facts  assumed  (without 
any  reason)  by  the  Jaina. 

lio.ni  NO  mixing  up  is  passible  unless  the  factors  mixing  up  have  a  certain  degree 
of  fluidity  and  consequent  viscidity. 

The  air-currents  blow  away  the  flour  ;  so  would  they  blow  away  the  sound  into 
fragments  ;  hence  it  would  be  impossible  for  any  sound  to  be  heard. 

1  13.118  A  material  component  object  "having  entered  one  ear,  will  remain  there  in  its 
entirely,  as  it  is  not  possible  for  such  an  object  to  remain  in  more  than  one  place  at  one 
and  the  same  tim&.  And  we  have  no  grounds  for  holding  that  when  a  sound  is  produc- 
ed, many  sounds  follow  in  its  wake  and  spread  all  round. 
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(in  this  theory)  you  would  bare  a  modification  (of  the  Auditory  Sense)  fry 
a  distant  object  (viz.,  the  sound,  which  is  always  produced  at  a  certain  dis- 
tance from  the  Ear). 

114-115.  If  it  be  held  that  (the  Auditory  Sense)  gets  (at  the  distant 
sound),  on  accout  of  its  all-pervading  character, — then,  this  fact  would 
apply  equally  well  to  the  case  of  very  distant  sounds  (and  hence  all  sounds 
would  be  heard  equally  well)  ;  and,  as  such,  the  modification  or  non-modi- 
fication (of  the  Auditory  Sense)  would  be  brought  about  by  all  sounds 
equally,  and  not  differently  (the  difference,  in  our  theory,  being  based  upon 
the  distance  or  the  proximity  of  the  sound  produced). 

115-116.  If  it  be  held  that  the  Auditory  Sense  is  modified  by  those 
(sounds)  that  have  no  (particular)  relation  with  it;  then,  as  shown  above, 
non-relation  being  equal  (in  the  case  of  sounds  near  and  distant),  there 
would  be  no  speciality  in  the  near  sound  (whereby  such  sound  would  be 
heard,  and  not  the  one  at  a  distance). 

116-117.  And  further,  the  function  of  the  Auditory  Sense,  being  im- 
material, could  not  be  intercepted  by  any  material  obstacles ;  and  hence, 
wherefore  should  an  intercepted  sound  not  be  heard  ? 

117-119.  If  the  modification  were  to  belong  to  the  Auditory  Sense 
(which  the  SftnWvya,  holds  to  be  all-pervading),  then  there  would  be  no  rea- 
son for  any  limit  (as  to  the  reach  of  its  cognition,—  i.e.,  it  would  cognise  all 
sounds)  ;  nor  would  it  be  possible  for  the  function  of  the  Auditory  Sense  to 
be  urged  mostly  in,  the  same  direction  as  the  wind  (and  as  such  the  greater 
reach  of  the  sound  in  that  direction  would  not  be  explicable)  ;  and  it 
would  be  as  possible  for  it  to  be  intercepted  in  that  direction  and  to  move, 
with  greater  facility,  against  the  wind  (which  facts  militate,  against  the 
fact  of  the  greater  audibility  of  sounds  in  the  said  direction  ) ;  because, 
in  that  case,  the  help  of  the  wind,  belonging  to  the  Auditory  Sense,  would 
not  belong  to  the  sound. 


119-120.  Those  who  hold  that  the  sound  is  cognised  by  the  Auditory 
Sense,  without  coming  iu  contact  with  it, — will  have  this  non-contact 
applicable  equally  to  the  case  of  distant  and  near  sounds  (and  hence  there 
could  be  no  difference  in  the  hearing  of  these). 

120-121.    And  in  that  case,  both  in  the  case  of  distant  and  near  sounds, 

ilS.ll*  Now  begins  the  refutation  of  tlie  Sankhya  theory. 

116.1H  "Intercepted"  by  obstacles,  like  a  wall,  &c. 

119.UO  This  JSTanfel  and  the  next  meet  the  Bauddha  theory  that  the  Auditory  Sense 
cognises  the  sound  without  coming  in  any  sort  of  contact  with  it. 

180.181  Since  all  sounds  would  be  equal  in  having  no  contact,  and  as  such  equally 
cognisable. 
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cognition  or  non-cognition  would  be  equally  possible.     And  there  would 
be  no  sequence,  or  intensity  or  lowness,  <fcc.,  of  sounds. 


121-122.  Therefore,  we  must  now  enquire  into  the  process  of  hear- 
ing, from  the  standpoint  o£  the  Qrotriya  (the  MlmQ,nsdka).  It  is  an  un- 
doubted fact  (of  perception)  that  (in  speaking)  the  internal  Air,  being 
struck  by  the  mental  effort  (of  the  speaker)  moves  (out  of  the  month). 

122-123.  And  this  (Air)  requires  (for  going  out  of  the  throat)  the 
conjunction  and  disjunction  of  the  (tongue  with  the)  palate,  &c.  And  since 
the  Air  has  a  certain  force  (with  which  it  moves),  it  moves  along  so  long  as 
this  initiatory  force  lasts. 

123-124  And  it  is  also  certain  that,  in  moving  along,  the  Air  and 
its  constituent  particles  come  in  contact  with,  and  are  disjoined  from,  tLa 
still  (calm)  Air  (through  which  it  passes). 

124-125.  Having  reached  the  Ak&$a  (Space)  in  the  Ear,  the  Air  im- 
parts a  certain  faculty,  or  potency,  to  the  Auditory  Sense ;  and  since  the 
sound  is  heard  only  when  this  (faculty)  appe^  rs,  therefore,  we  admit  of  its 
existence  in  the  shape  of  a  change  (SansJt&ra,  produced  in  the  Sense), — and 
this  is  the  only  imperceptible  factor  that  we  assume. 

125-126,  And  this  "  faculty  "  that  we  assume,  is  like  the  faculty  of 
producing  (the  sound,  held  by  the  other  party) ;  and  it  is  nothing  more  than 
that.  And  similarly  (i.e.,  as  in  the  case  of  the  opposite  theory)  we  would 
assume  particular  faculties  from  the  fact  of  the  cognition  of  particular 
sounds. 

126-127.    The  production  of  Words  (and  sounds)  having  been  rejected, 

121.128  With  this  begins  th  j  expounding  of  the  proper  Mitnansaka  theory — Cf.  the  fol- 
lowing Kdrikds  of  PInini— "  The  soul  having  cognised  the  objects  produces  in  the  mind 
a  desire  to  speak  j  ifc  strikes  the  fire  in  the  body  ;  and  this  fire  moves  the  air  inside  j  thig 
air  moving  up  strikes  the  head  (brain  ?)  and  returns  to  the  mouth,  and  there  brings 
forth  the  Word."  Such  is  the  production  of  the  sound  of  the  word ;  this  sound  strikes 
the  outer  air  with  a  certain  force ;  and  so  far  as  this  force  lasts  in  the  outer  air,  np  to  that 
place,  and  till  that  time,  the  word  is  heard.  It  is  shown  in  the  KariJcd  that  every  item  of 
this  theory  is  amenable  to  perception,  the  only  supersensuous  element  being  that"  of  the 
change  produced  in  the  Ear  by  the  sound.  Whenever  the  ordirary  Air  is  struck  by 
anything  it  moves ;  and  so  it  must  be  with  the  Air  in  the  body. 

ISS.ia*  And  since  it  comes  in  contact  with  the  calm  Air  all  round,  therefore  it  is  quite 
possible  for  the  sound  to  be  disseminated,  and  spread  along,  on  all  sides  of  its  source. 

W6.1S«  They  too  assume  the  appearance  of  a  faculty  in  the  ear,  like  TIB.  They 
make  the  faculty  productive  of  the  sound,  while  we  only  hold  it  to  be  capable  of  mak- 
ing the  ear  cognise  the  sound.  So  the  fact  of  assuming  an  imperceptible  faculty  is  com- 
mon to  both  of  us. 

lft.121  Xhe  production  of  sounds  is  rejected  under  the  Sutra  <c  Datganasya  partir* 
itotoaL"  (I-MS). 
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—since  the  process  of  bearing  them  is  not  otherwise  explicable, — we  assume 
the  (imperceptible)  fact  of  specific  changes  being  produced  (in  the  Auditory 
Sfcnse)  by  the  sounds. 

127-128.  That  which  proves  the  existence  of  such  a  faculty  of  sounds 
(pn>ducing  the  changes)  is  the  fact  of  (the  change)  appearing  only  when 
that  faculty  exists ; — just  as  iu  the  case  of  the  faculty  of  the  Auditory 
Sense  (which  is  proved  by  thefact  of  hearing  appearing  only  when  the  faculty 
exists).  And  the  intellect  (that  was  engaged  in  the  assumption,  or  explana- 
tion, of  the  production  of  the  change)  is  taken  up  by  the  same  (i.e.,  by 
the  assumption  of  the  faculty  of  sounds  to  bring  about  the  changes). 

128-130.  The  interception  caused  by  a  Wall,  &c.,  is  quite  possible,  in 
the  case  of  the  Air.  And  the  striking  against  the  tympanum  (of  which  we  are 
at  times  cognisant)  is  due  to  the  great  force  of  the  Air-current.  And  since 
the  Air  has  its  own  intensity,  as  well  as  that  of  its  velocity,  perishable, — 
and  since  it  moves  along  in  a  certain  order  of  sequence, — therefore,  it 
conies  to  be  the  sole  cause  of  the  change  (in  the  Auditory  Sense)  of  the 
order  of  sequence  (in  the  hearing  of  the  sound),  as  also  of  the  intensity  and 
lowness,  <&c.  (of  the  sound). 

130-132.  It  is  this  "modification"  (of  the  Auditory  Sense)  as  the 
means  of  the  comprehension  of  sounds,  that  some  people,  (Bhartrmltra, 
&c,)»  thinking  themselves  to  be  learned,  hold  to  be  the  "  Auditory  Sense  " 
itself.  But  this  is  only  a"  changing  of  (or  play  upon)  names ;  and  yet 
they  feel  elated  in  their  own  minds  (at  having  discovered  a  new  theory)  ; 
whereas  this  pride  is  only  false,  inasmuch  as  they  have  not  discovered 
anything  new, 

132-133.  The  Bhashya  too,  has  not  mentioned  the  "Auditory  Sense  " 
to  be  anything  other  than  a  change  produced  by  the  sounds.  Beyond 
this,  what  else  have  they  found  to  be  indicated  by  the  word  "Auditory 
Sense  "  (that  they  seek  to  improve  upon  the  BhSsJiijn)? 

133-135.     People  always  use  the  word  "  Sanskfira"  ("modification*1) 

127.U3  "  Intellect',  &evM  when  we  enquire  into  the  production  of  this  change,  we  are 
satisfied  fey  the  assumption  of  such  a  faculty  hi  the  sounds  uttered. 

123480  By  "Etc.,"  are  meant  the  facts  of  the  sound  being  heard  near  and  not  at  a 
distance,  the  fact  of  its  greater  reach  in  the  same  direction  as  the  wind,  its  diffusion 
on  all  sides  (caused  by  the  current  of  Air  passing  on  all  sides). 

150.158  They  hold  the  Modification  to  be  the  Sense.  They  admit  of  the  Modification 
and  the  Sense  both  j  but  change  their  names. 

188.183  The  only  difference  between  our  statement  of  the  fact  nncl  theirs  is,  that 
they  call  the  "faulty"  itself  the  "Auditory  Sense  j"  while  we  apply  this  name  to  an 
Entity  (a  sense-organ)  endowed  with  this  faculty.  And  that  the  latter  fact  is  true 
is  proved  by  our  tjvery-day  experience* 
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as.  a  generic  name  applicable  (in  common)  to  all  entities  belonging  to  the 
same  class  (of  "  snpersensuous  entities,"  to  winch  the  aforesaid  faculty 
of  the  Auditory  Sense  belongs), — the  existence  of  which  entities  is  infer- 
red from  their  effects.  Bat  the  word  " Qrotra"  (Auditory  Sense)  is  not 
known  (by  people)  to  have  any  connection  with  the  denotation  of  the  word 
"  Sanskara ;  and  as  such,  the  word  "  Auditory-Sense "  cannot  renounce 
its  own  specific  denotation  (known  to  every  person),  and  denote  the 
4<  8&nslc5ra"  (which  is  always  known  to  be  only  a  generic  entity). 

(135-136). — The  author  of  fche  BhasJiya  has  laid  down,  in  the  begin- 
ning, the  "  non-optionality  "  of  the  denotations  of  words.  And  this  (rule) 
would  he  surely  violated  by  those  (who  optionally,  without  any  grounds) 
attribute  the  word  u  Qrotra  "  to  the  Sanskara. 

136-137.  The  word  "  Qrotra "  is  known,  by  all  men,  to  apply  to 
to  something  other  than  the  Sanskara.  And  hence  (by  asserting  it  to 
mean  Sanskara)  we  would  separate  the  word  "  Qh-otra "  from  its  well- 
known  signification,  without  any  reason. 

4 137- J 38.     It  is  established,  on  the  ground  of  Scriptures,  that  the  Sense- 
organs  accrue  to  the  man,  while  he  is  yet  iu  fche  womb ;  and  this  shows  that 
they  exist  even  prior  to  the  appearance  of  their  effects  (cognitions).     And 
'this  (Scriptural  Assertion)  is  violated  (by  the  theory  that  the  Auditory 
Sense  is  identical  with  Sanskara). 

1 38-139.  And  further,  the  relation  of  the  word  with  the*  meaning, 
cannot,  in  any  way,  be  created  (anew)  by  us.  If  the  Auditory  Sense  be  held 
to  be  momentary  (as  it  necessarily  must  be,  if  it  be  held  to  be  identical 
with  Sanskara,  which  is  only  momentary), — then  the  relation  of  this  (word 
"  Crotra  ")  with  its  meaning  (Sanskara,  which  is  produced  by  sounds,  and 
as  such  a  caused  entity),  could  not  but  be  such  as  is  created  by  us  (and  as 
such  non-eternal).  (And  this  would  go  against  the  theory  of  the  eternality 
of  the  relation  of  Words  with  their  meanings,  as  held  by  all  the  Mzm&nsa* 
kas.) 

139-140.  If  it  be  urged  that u  the  same  would  be  the  case  with  the  word 
*  Sanskara9  (which  is  admitted  by  the  Htmansaka  to  denote  Sanskaras, 
that  are  momentary  and  non-eternal)," — then  (we  reply  that)  other 
Sanskdras  remain  (even  when  one  Sansk&ra  has  been  destroyed;  and  we 
hold  the  denotation  of  the  word  "  Sanskara  "  to  apply  to  the  class  "  Sans- 
kara" which  is  eternal).  (Apart  from  the  CLASS)  however,  there  are 
some  individual  Sanskaras  (as  those  of  the  Yogi)  that  continue  for  hundreds 
of  years.  Hence,  the  relation  of  the  word  "  Sanskara  "  with  the  Sansk&ra 
(considered  either  as  a  class,  or  as  an  individual)  can  never  be  destroyed. 

187.188  "  Violated*' — because  the  Sansfeara  is  concomitant  with  fch*s  cognition  of  the 
word;  Bufctheie  is  no  such  cognition  in  the  womb;  while  the  Qnifi  declares  that  the 
senses  accrue  to  the  child  in  the  5th  month  after  conception. 
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140-141.  Then  again,  tbe  word  " Crotra" — prior  to  tbe  (production 
of  the)  Sanslcfirai  as  also  after  it, — is  always  known  to  apply  to  au  object 
located  in  a  certain  place  (part  of  the  body,  viz.,  the  Ear). 

142.  And  we  can  hold  the  continuance  (permanence)  of  the  "Audi- 
tory Sense  "  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  sense,  like  the  "  Tactile  Sense," 
&c,  And  hence  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  momentarily  created  (and  as  such. 
'  cannot  be  identical  with  a  "  Sanskara"  that  is  created  and  destroyed 
at  every  moment). 

343,  If  by  contact  with  sound,  the  "Auditory"  Sense  were  to  be 
produced  (as  held  by  those  who  hold  the  sense  to  be  identical  with  Sans- 
k8ra,  which  is  produced  by  the  sound), — then  how  is  it  that  it  is  not 
found  (to  be  produced)  in  the  case  of  the  deaf  person  ? 

144.  Because  that  which  does  uot  exist  in  a  person,  is  naturally 
capable  of  being  produced, — therefore,  the  "Auditory  Sense,"  which  is 
wanted  (for  the  cognition  of  sounds),  would  be  produced,  even  for  the  deaf 
(which  is  impossible). 

145-146.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  same  contingency  would  apply  to 
the  theory  of  Ban'sMm  (being  produced  by  the  sound)," — (then  we  reply 
that),  the  Sanskftra  cannot  be  produced  in  the  Sense  which  has  been 
destroyed  (or  deranged,  as  it  is  in  the  deaf).  Sounds  are  unable  to  pro- 
duce any  changes  (SansJc&rci)  in  the  "Auditory  Sense"  (of  the  deaf) 
which  is  covered  over  by  derangements.  But  if  it  be  held  that  ifc  is  the 
Sense  (of  audition)  itself,  which  (being  identical  with  SanskSra)  is  pro- 
duced (by  sounds),  then,  in  that  case,  there  could  be  no  obstruction  (to 
the  production  of  the  Auditory  Sense,  even  in  deaf  persons). 

146-147.    Those   (Vaip&sMkas)  who  hold  the  Senses  to  be  material 

140.141  This  anticipates  the  following  argument  :  The  line  of  argument  that  the  Mi- 
mansaka  follows  with  regard  to  the  signification  of  SansMra  by  the  word  " SansJcara" 
would  also  apply  to  the  case  of  the  signification  of  SansMra  hy  the  word  "  (Jrotra.** 
The  sense  of  the  Karilca  Is  that  this  is  not  possible,  inasmuch  as  SansMra  is  held  to  be 
signified  by  the  word  "  Sanskara"  simply  because,  apart  from  the  SansTcara  this  word 
is  found  to  hare  no  meaning.  In  the  case  of  the  word  "  Qrotra,"  on  the  other  hand, 
even  prior  to,  and  after  the  SansMra  has  appeared  and  disappeared,  it  is  found  to 
denote  the  Ear  in  the  body  j  therefore  the  word  "  Qrotra"  cannot  be  accepted  to  denote 
Sanskaras. 

148  The  Ear  of  the  deaf  comes  in  contact  with  the  sound ;  and  this  contact,  produc- 
ing his  Auditory  Sense,  would  wake  the  sound  heard  by  him* 

14*  It  cannot  be  urged  that  the  deaf  does  not  have  the  Sense,  because  he  has  not 
got  it.  Because  it  is  only  that  which  one  has  not  got  which  can  be  produced  by  ade- 
quate causes. 

146.14«  The  sense  of  this  objection  is  that  if  the  cognition  of  sound  be  due  to 
SansMra,  it  would  be  produced  for  the  deaf  also,  and  he  would  also  hear  sounds. 

l*t.U?  The  word  "  SansMrat"  as  applied  to  the  case  of  the  Auditory  Sense  (a  well- 
known  object),  means  the  capability  of  the  Sense  to  bring  about  an  effect  in  the  shape  of 
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(each  Sense  belonging  to  a  particular  material  substance)  hold  a  certain 
part  of  A kd$a  to  be  the  Sense  of  Audition.  And  how  would  you  (who  hold 
that  the  Sense  is  produced  by  the  sound)  reject  the  fact  of  the  existence  of 
this  (part  of  Akaga>  as  the  Auditory  Sense),  even  prior  to  the  (production 
of  the)  sound  ? 

147-148.  The  capability,  of  a  certain  well-known  object,  to  bring 
about  a  certain  effect, — which  (capability)  is  brought  about  by  other 
agencies, — is  what  is  known  to  be  denoted  by  the  word  "  Sanskftra  "  ;  and 
on  what  grounds  would  you  reject  the  fact  of  this  denotation  ? 

148-149.  The  mere  denial  (without  any  reasons)  of  facts  ordinarily 
well-known,  and  supported  by  the  Scriptures,  is  a  profitless  waste  of  labour 
(lit.,  useless  shedding  of  perspiration), — like  the  (dog's)  chewing  of  the 
cows*  horns  (which  does  not  give  it  any  food,  and  is  mere  waste  of  labour). 

149-150.  If  it  be  absolutely  necessary  to  deny  the  assertion  of  the 
Naiy&yika  (as  to  a  certain  part  of  Alc&ga  being  the  Auditory  Sense), — then 
you  must  seek  to  establish  the  fact  of  space  ("  Dik  ")  being  the  Sense  of 
Audition,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  laid  down  in  the  Yeda. 

150-152.  "  The  Auditory  Sense  returns  to  the  Quarters  (t.e.,  to  Space)" 
— such  is  the  assertion  of  the  Veda,  in  the  chapter  on  "Dissolutions11 
(where  it  is  asserted  that  the  various  Senses  return  to  the  various  material 
substances).  And  this  assertion  implies  that  the  Sense  returns  to  its  primary 
condition  (Space).  Just  as,  with  regard  to  the  "  Sense  of  Vision,"  we  have 
the  passage  "  the  Sense  of  Vision  returns  to  the  Sun,"  which  means  that 
the  primary  condition  of  the  Sense  of  Vision  is  Fire  (or  Light), — so,  exactly 
in  the  same  manner  (the  passage  declaring  the  return  of  the  Sense  of  Audi- 
tion to  Space  means  that)  the  Sense  of  Audition  is  constituted  by  Space 
(which  is  its  primary  condition). 

152-153.  Space  is  all-pervading  and  one,  and  extends  as  far  as  the 
Ak&$a ;  and  when  this  (Space)  is  limited  within  the  region  of  the  ear 
(in  the  body),  it  becomes  fche  "  Auditory  Sense," — just  as  AkSga  is  held  to 
be  (by  the  Vai$eshikas). 

153-154.  And  the  arguments, — that  the  VaigSshika  can  urge  in  favour 
of  the  theory  that  the  Auditory  Sense  is  a  part  of  Akaga, — will  all  apply 
equally  y;ell  to  our  theory  that  the  Auditory  Sense  is  a  part  of  Space. 
The  only  difference  is  that  our  theory  is  supported  by  tbe  Veda  (while 
the  Vai$eshika  theory  is  opposed  to  it). 

154-155.     Therefore  the  "  Auditory  Sense  "  must  be  held  to  be  that 

the  cognition  of  sounds ;  and  this  capability  is  due  to  the  sound- waves  in  the  air  striking 
them.  This  is  known  to  all  men.  And  on  what  grounds  do  you  seek  to  deny  the  fact  of 
such  signification  of  the  word  "  SansMra  **  ? 

168.164  The  character  of  Space  is  much  the  same  as  that  of  Akaga. 

164.166  ««  Changed,"  i.e.,  the  Sanskara  produced  by  the  sound  belongs  to  the  part  of 
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part  of  the  substance  "  Space,"  which  is  influenced  by  the  virtuous  and 
vicious  deeds  (of  the  person  to  whom  the  Sense  belongs),  and  which  (under 
this  influence)  comes  to  be  limited  within  the  hole  of  the  Bar  (in  the  man's 
body).  And  it  is  this  (part  of  Space,  as  constituting  the  Auditory  Sense) 
that  is  changed  (by  the  sounds  striking  it). 


155-156.  Thus,  then,  the  fact  of  the  Sound  (Word)  not  persisting 
(contimng  to  exist)  is  due  to  (the  absence  of)  other  things ;  and  thus  the 
argument  (in  Sutra  7)  is  inconclusive.  If  it  be  taken  to  declare  the  fact 
of  the  non-continuance  of  the  cognition  of  the  Word,  then  we  have  such 
non-continuance  (of  cognition)  even  in  the  case  of  the  Akft$a  (contained  in 
the  Well  which  has)  disappeared  (i.e.,  been  covered  up  by  the  filling  up 
of  the  well)  (and  hence  the  argument  becomes  doubtful), 

157-158.  Nor  can  destructibility  belong  to  a  substance  (like  Akaga) 
which  does  not  consist  of  (is  not  caused  by)  another  substance.  If  it  be 
urged  that  "  in  the  case  of  Akftga  we  have  an  inferential  argument  which 
proves  its  continued  existence  (even  in  the  case  of  the  filling  up  of  the 
Well),"  — then  (we  reply,  that),  in  the  case  of  the  Word  too,  we  have  an 
Inference  (based  upon  the  fact  of  its  being  recognised  to  be  the  same  as 
the  one  heard  before,  which  proves  that  the  same  Word  continued  to  exist 
all  along). 

158-159.  On  account  of  the  use  of  the  word  "Karoti"  ("does,"  with 
regard  to  Words),  it  has  been  asserted  (in  Sutra  9)  — that  the  word  is  a  caused 

from  which  one  infers  the  fact  of  words  being  caused, — then  (we  reply  that)  the  mere 
Space  as  constituting  the  Sense  of  Audition,  and  renders  it  capable  of  cognising  the 
sound.  „ 

166  This  recapitulates  the  arguments  that  have  been  urged  against  the  Sutra 
"Asthan&t"  (I— i — 7). 

The  non-continuance  of  the  Word  is  due  to  the  fact  of  the  non-continuance  of  the 
object  signified  by  the  Word,  and  not  to  the  destruction  of  the  Word.  And  as  for  the 
non-continuance  of  the  cognition  of  the  Word,  this  cannot  be  any  ground  for  asserting 
the  Word  to  be  caused,  and  non-eternal.  Because  if  this  be  accepted  to  be  sufficient 
ground  for  snch  conclusion, — then  that  would  apply  also  to  Akaga,  which  is  known  to  be 
caused  and  eternal.  And  hence,  the  argument  becomes  doubtful. 

161.168  With  this  begins  the  consideration  of  the  fourteenth  Sutra,  which  meets  the 
argument  urged  in  the  Sutra  "'Karotig abdat "  (I— i — 8). 

The  word  "  Karoti "  properly  signifies  the  production  of  something  that  did  not 
exist  before.  But  this  is  not  applicable  to  words ;  because  even  when  we  have  the  asser- 
tion "  (Jabdanjcuru"  the  word  has  existed,  before  the  assertion,  and  the  utterance  of  the 
word  by  the  person  directed  j  and  as  the  word  existed  already,  the  person  cannot  be  said 
to  produce  something  that  did  not  exist  beforehand.  And  hence  your  argument  fails. 

If  it  be  urged  that  it  is  not  on  the  basis  of  such  production  that  we  assert  the  fact  of 
words  being  caused  j  but  it  is  on  the  fact  of  people  making  such  assertion  as  "  ( 
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entity.  But  the  proper  meaning  of  tlie  word  (u  Karoti3*)  is  not  applicable 
(to  the  case  of  Words).  If  the  mere  assertion  ("  Qabdam  kuru  ")  be  said 
to  be  (the  ground  for  holding  words  to  be  caused),  then  the  argument 
becomes  contradictory  (not  proving  the  desired  conclusion), — for  those  who 
hold  (the  Word)  to  be  caused  (produced)  by  the  action  of  that  person 
(who  is  directed  as  "  Qabdam  kuru").  Because  we  meet  with  such  asser- 
tions (or  directions)  even  in  the  case  of  "  cowdung,"  &c.,  which  are  not  pro- 
duced by  the  person  directed. 

159-160.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  the  cowdung  is  certainly  a  caused  entity 
anyway," — (we  reply  that)  we  also  come  across  with  such  assertions  as 
"  &k&pam  fcuru  "  ("  produce  emptiness  "). 

160-162.  If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  Akaga^ — being  only  a  removal 
(legation)  of  covering  (and  this  being  brought  about  by  the  action  of  the  re- 
moval),— is  also  a  caused  entity,"  then  (we  reply  that)  even  to  the  Baud- 
dha  (who  holds  all  things  to  be  momentary  and  non-eternal),  a  negation, 
being  self-sufficient,  is  never  produced.  The  effect  of  the  action  (of  digging 
a  well,  in  accordance  with  the  direction  "produce  emptiness  (akaqa)  here," 
is  the  removal  oj  the  JBarth  (filling  up  the  space)  to  some  other  place  (and 
not  the  production  of  Ak&pa).  And  the  Akaga^  being  a  negation  of  covering 
(granting  this  theory  for  once)  continues  ever  permanent. 

162-163.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  since  there  can  be  no  production  of  an 
eternal  tfcing  (like  AJca$a),  therefore  this  assertion  ("produce  Akd$an)  is 
either  wronger  figurative," — then,  we  could  have  the  same  explanation  with 
regard  to  the  assertion  ("produce  words")  with  regard  to  the  Word  also. 

163-165.  That  which  is  the  East  of  the  people  of  Saurashtra,  is  the  South 
of  the  Malavas;  and  the  Bast  of  these  (Malavas)  is  the  Forth  of  those  (Saurash- 

f  act  of  such,  assertion  cannot  prove  your  theory,  because  this  assertion  cannot  prove  that 
the  person  (directed)  produces  the  Word ;  because  we  meet  with  snch  directions  as 
"  GomayanJcuru"  (= collect  cowdung);  though  the  cowdung  is  not  produced  by  the  per- 
SOB  addressed. 

IW.180  «  Somehow  or  other  ** — i&,  whether  it  be  produced  by  the  cow  or  by  some- 
tiling  else* 

If  the  instance  of  the  cowdung  will  not  do,  we  have  such  assertions  even  with  re- 
gard to  such  an  eternal  and  uncaused  entity  as  the  JLk&ga* 

1S0.16&  If  £M$a  be  only  a  negative  entity  (removal  of  covering),— it  is  all  the  more 
eternal*  Because  eyen  the  Bauddha  does  not  hold  negations  to  be  non-eternal. 

The  direction  "  produce  Akds a  here  "  =  dig  out  the  Earth  from  this  place. 

188.1«S  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  AM$a  is  eternal.  Therefore  such  assertions 
cannot  apply  to  it  j  the  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  word  is  also  known  to  be  eternal 
from  the  fact  of  its  being  recognised  (to  be  the  same  at  different  times) ;  and  as  such  this 
too  being  eternal,  the  assertion  of  production  with  regard  to  it  must  also  be  either  wrong 
or  figurative* 

With  this  begins  the  explanation  of  Sutra   15 :    "  The  simultaneity  (of  the 


tras),  Therefore,  the  place  of  Sunrise  would  be  different  for  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  two  countries,  even  though  the  Sun  is  only  one.  And  hence 
your  argument  (urged  in  I — i — 9)  becomes  uncertain. 

165-166.  One  man  sees  the  rising  and  setting  of  the  Sun  to  happen  at 
a  certain  distance  from  him;  and,  at  the  same  time,  another  man,  living  at 
a  certain  distance  behind  (to  the  West  of)  him,  also  sees  (the  Sun  rising  and 
setting)  at  the  same  distance  from  himself  (as  the  former  man). 

166-167.  Various  Suns  are  never  seen;  therefore  there  cannot  be  a 
multiplicity  of  Suns.  And  again,  at  midday,  all  men  see  the  Sun  directly 
over  their  heads  (and  thus  too  we  have  this  simultaneous  perception  of  the 
single  Sun  at  different  places) . 

167-168.  The  sun  is  seen  to  shine  over  a  certain  region  (hill,  tree,  &c. ); 
and  when  the  person  goes  over  to  these  regions,  then  it  appears  to  shine  at 

cognition)  of  words  is  like  the  (simultaneity  of  the  perception  of )  the  Sun"  (I — i— 15). 
This  Sutra  is  in  reply  to  I — i— 9. 

To  "both  countries  the  San  rises  in  the  East.  Bnt  the  East  of  all  countries  is  not 
the  same,  therefore  the  place  of  sunrise  must  appear  different  to  different  countries. 
Thus  then,  just  as  though  the  San  is  one  only,  yet  at  one  and  the  same  time,  it  appears 
in  different  places,  so  too  with  the  Word, — though  this  is  only  one,  yet  it  is  heard  in 
different  places  at  one  and  the  same  time.  And  just  as  this  fact  does  not  prove  the 
fact  of  the  Sun  being  a  caused  entity ;  so  the  argument  urged  by  you  in  Sutra  9  fails  to 
prove  the  causedness,  and  consequently  non-eternality,  of  Words. 

166.188  And  as  the  Sun  appears  to  be,  at  the  same  distance,  in  the  same  direction 
from  two  persons,  one  being  behind  the  other  at  a  certain  distance?  therefore  we  must 
conclude  therefrom  that  the  Sun  appears  to  rise  and  set  at  different  places,  though  it  is 
one  only.  So  mere  simultaneity  of  the  utterance  of  a  word,  by  many  people,  cannot 
prove  its  non-eternality. 

188.107  If  the  Sou  were  held  to  be  many  on  the  mere  ground  of  two  persons  seeing 
it  rise  at  eqnal  distances  from  themselves, — then  people  who  were  not  at  a  very  great  dis- 
tance from  one  another  would  see  both  the  Suns  (i.e.,  the  one  at  an  equal  distance  from 
him,  and  the  other  at  equal  distance  from  his  friend  a  few  yards  behind  himj.  But 
as  such  different  Suns  are  seen,  it  must  be  admitted  that  they  do  not  exist. 

"  And  again, — Ac."  The  translation  follows  the  interpretation  of  the  Wyayaratna- 
fcara.  The  Kagi"ka  interprets  thus  :  This  shows  another  argument  for  proving  the  unity 
of  the  Sun.  At  midday  all  men  see  one  Sun  only ;  and  this  would  not  be  possible,  if  there 
were  many  Suns. 

167.188  This  shows  cause  why  a  single  Sun  appears  to  be  seen  at  different  places. 
The  fact  of  people  thinking  the  Sun  to  appear  at  different  places  is  doe  to  the  fact  of 
people  seeing  the  Sun  and  mistaking  it  to  be  shining  near  them.  (To  people  mistaking 
it  to  be  near  them,  the  idea  appears  that  the  Sun  has  appeared  at  "  different  places  ".)  As 
for  example,  we  see  the  Sun  to  be  shining  over  a  hill,  at  a  certain  distance  from  us. 
And  when  we  go  over  to  that  hill,  from  there  too,  we  see  it  shining  at  the  same  dis- 
tance from  us  as  it  appeared  before.  And  so  on,  as  we  go  on  moving  from  one  place  to 
the  other,  we  find  the  Sun  shining  at  the  same  distance  from  us.  And  from  all 
this  we  conclude  that  the  Sun  is  one  and  shines  at  a  great  distance  from  us  j  but 
people  think  they  see  it  at  different  places,  because  each  man  seeing  it  thinks  it 
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a  certain  distance  from  that  place— this  distance  (sometimes)  appearing  to 
be  (equal  to,  and  sometimes)  more  than,  the  former  distance  (at  which  the 
Sun  had  appeared  to  shine  from  the  former  place.) 

168-169.  Even  in  the  case  of  an  object  which  is  comparatiTely  much 
nearer  to  ns  (than  the  San  really  is),  we  find  that  persons,— residing  at 
places  that  are  at  different  degrees  of  distance  from  that  object,  and  conse- 
quently having  their  fronts  decidedly  different  from  one  another,—rnistake 
that  distant  object  to  be  at  equal  distances  from  themselves. 

169-171.  Obj:  u  In  the  case  of  the  distant  Sun,  it  is  possible  that 
persons,  not  really  seeing  the  place  (at  which  the  Sun  really  shines)  should 
have  mistaken  notions  about  that  place,— the  mistake  being  due  to  the  fact 
of  every  man  thinking  the  Snn  to  be  in  proximity  to  him.  But,  how  is  any 
snch  mistake  possible  in  the  case  of  the  Word  (which  is  not  at  a  great  dis- 
tance from  the  person  hearing  it  pronounced  simultaneously  by  many  per- 
sons )  ?  *'  Reply  :  In  that  case  too,  the  mistake  is  due  to  the  all-pervading 
character  of  the  Word  :  inasmuch  as  in  all  the  places  that  we  come  across, 
we  find  the  Word  to  exist. 

171-172.  The  Word  has  no  parts  ;  and  as  such,  it  cannot  be  cognised 
in  parts  (like  any  large  object).  The  Word  is  always  (cognised)  as  it 
exists;  and  it  always  exists  in  its  entirety  (therefore  it  is  only  reasonable 
that  it  should  always  be  cognised  in  its  entirety,  and  never  in  parts). 

172-175.    But  the  Word  is  heard  in  certain  definite  places,  because  it 

is  shining  near  himself,  and  thus  many  people  mistaking  the  Sun  to  appear  in  proximity 
to  everyone  of  them,  the  idea  naturally  arises  that  there  are  so  many  distinct  Suns. 

168.159  Even  in  the  case  of  comparatively  nenr  objects — such  as  some  great  moun- 
tain— a  man  at  a  certain  place  sees  it  to  be  at  the  same  distance  at  which  it  appears  to 
another  man  at  a  certain  distance  from  him,  And  since  each  man  seems  to  see  the  object 
nearer  himself,  the  notion  is  likely  to  arise  that  there  are  so  many  different  mountains. 
In  the  same  manner,  when  the  chance  of  such  mistake  is  met  with  even  in  case  of 
comparatively  nearer  objects,  such  mistakes  with  regard  to  the  extremely  remote  San  is 
only  natural. 

189.171  Since  a  Word  is  heard  in  all  places,  it  cannot  be  either  material  (corporeal)  or 
caused,  or  non-eternal.  Because  in  one  place  having  known  a  Word,  when  we  come 
across  it  in  some  other  place,  we  at  once  recognise  it  to  be  the  same  Word.  Tbus  the 
Word  is  one  only,  and  is  manifested  in  the  mouths  of  different  people,  who  cannot  be 
said  to  produce  the  Word.  The  Simultaneity  that  we  perceive,  when  we  hear  the  same 
word  pronounced  by  different  people,  belongs  to  the  utterance  (manifestation]  of  the 
ever-existing,  all-pervading  word,  in  the  mouths  of  different  people. 

ni-172  if  the  word  were  heard  in  parts  then  we  could  never  cognise  the  Word  in  tte 
entirety.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Word  is  always  cognised  in  its  entirety.  It  is  always 
cognised  as  it  exists  (in  its  ali-pervading  character)  j  and  as  it  always  appears  in  its 
entirety,  and  like  the  Akd$a  it  everywhere  exists  in  its  entirety,— it  is  only  natural 
that  it  should  be  always  cognised  in  its  entirety. 

172.115  The  Ear  cognises  a  Word  only  if  the  manifesting  utterance  is  made  in  a 
place  which  is  near  enough  to  it. 
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depends  (for  its  cognition)  upon  the  sounds  (utterances)  that  serve  torn 
fest  it  (i.e*,  render  it  perceptible  to  the  Ear).  And  sounds  (utterani 
have  not  the  power  to  pervade  the  whole  Space ;  and  as  such,  a  Word  < 
uttered  is  not  heard  continuously  all  over  the  world,  (but  only  up  to  a  p 
where  the  air-current  carrying-  the  sound- vibrations  loses  its  force).  - 
the  Auditory  Sense  (of  man)  follows  the  differences  of  the  place  of  ul 
ance  (of  the  word).  And  since  (utterances)  do  not -fill  up  the  (time 
space)  intervening  (between  two  utterances  of  the  word),  therefore  tl 
appears  a  break  in  the  cognition  (of  the  word,  which  is  not  cognised 
the  intervening  time).  And  since  these  (utterances)  extend  over  a  cer 
definite  limited  space,  there  appears  a  (mistaken)  notion  of  the  lim 
(non-pervading)  character  of  the  Word  (manifested  by  the  utterances) 

175-76.  Since  these  (utterances)  have  motion  and  a  certain  velo< 
therefore,  from  whatever  place  they  proceed,  the  Word  (manifested 
these)  appears,  to  the  hearer,  to  come  from  the  same  place  (though, 
matter  of  fact,  the  Word  exists  in  all  places,  and  is  only  manifesto' 
rendered  perceptible  to  the  ear,  by  these  utterances). 

176-77.     Olj.     "  The  San  is  not  seen,  to  appear  at  different  places 
one  and  the  same  man."     Reply :  It  may  not  (be  seen  by  one  man)  ; 
anyway,  it  is  found  to  appear  in  different  places  (even  though  it  b< 
different  people.) 

177-79.  If  you  hold  your  premise  (*'  because  the  Word  is  cogn 
simultaneously  to  proceed  from  different  sources  ")  to  be  qualified  (by 
specification  that,  in  case  of  the  Word,  the  simultaneous  cognition  is 
one  and  the  same  person  "), — then,  too,  your  argument  becomes  contradict 
inasmuch  as  (even  in  the  case  of  the  Sun),  it  (the  sun)  is  seen,  to  ap] 
iu  different  places,  by  one  and  the  same  person.  (As  for  instance^ 
many  vessels  filled  with  water,  the  Sun  (being  reflected  in  each  of  th 
is  simultaneously  seen,  by  one  and  the  same  man,  to  be  one  only.  . 
there  is  no  ground  for  holding  these  (reflections)  to  be  different  j  i 
much  as  they  nre  actually  seen  to  be  exactly  the  same  (or  similar). 

179-80.  Obj.  "  But  we  say  that  the  reflections  appear,  by  some  ca 
separately  in  the  different  vessels,  and  are  all  cognised  by  one  at  one 
the  same  time/' 


176.18  These  Edrikds  explain  the  reasons  for  the  mistaken  notions  of  limits 
iion-eternality,  &c.,  with  regard  to  words,  and,  as  such,  supply  a  full  answer  to  the  < 
tion  put  by  the  objector  in  Karikd  170. 

W.17  The  objector  objects  to  the  similarity  of  the  simultaneity  of  the  perce; 
of  Words  with  thafc  of  the  perception  of  the  Sun.  ^ 

179.80  "By  some  cause1* — -i.e.,  by  the  fact  of  our  seeing  a  face  reflected  iu  onlj 
vessel  at  a  time ;  whereby,  we  see  one  reflection  of  the  Suu.  to  be  at  one  time  ace 
panied  by  tie  reflection  of  the  face,  which  is  noC  present  in  another  vessel. 
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180-82.  In  reply  to  this,  we  say  that  the  fact  (of  vision)  is  that  tlie 
light  from  tlie  sun  strikes  the  surface  of  the  water  (and  is  reflected),  and 
consequently,  the  light  from  the  Eye  (striking  against  the  water),  is  reflected 
back  in  the  wake  of  the  reflected  solar  light,  and  thus  it  sees  the  Snn 
in  its  own  region  (t.e.,  in  the  place  where  the  Snn  shines),  (and  as  such,  it  can 
see  it  as  one  only ;  but)  it  appears  to  he  manifold  and  of  various  forms, 
(in  the  reflections),  on  acconnt  of  the  diversity  of  the  vessels  (in  which 
the  reflections  occnr).  And,  such  being  the  case,  how  can  the  reflection 
be  (said  to  be)  diverse  (not  one)  ? 

182-183.  Just  as  when  the  eye  is  slightly  pressed  by  the  finger,  a  sin- 
gle object  (the  moon,  f.i.)  is  seen  to  be  various,  because  of  the  diversity  in 
the  functioning  of  the  eye  (produced  by  the  pressure) ;  so,  in  the  case 
in  question  (where  the  idea  of  the  manifoldness  of  the  reflection  is  due 
to  the  diversity  of  the  vessels ;  and  the  diversity  appearing  in  the  same 
Word,  as  nttered  by  different  persons,  is  due  to  the  diversity  of  the  utterances 
or  sounds  produced  by  the  different  persons,  which  serve  to  render  the  Word 
perceptible  to  the  Ear  of  the  hearer). 

18S-185.  Some  people  holding  the  view  of  the  appearance  of  the  rts- 
flectioBS  (as  something  totally  different  from  the  reflected  object)  object  *•> 
the  above  theory  thus ;  "  If  it  is  the  Sun  itself  that  is  seen  (in  the  refla- 
tion), how  is  it  that  the  reflection  is  not  seen  above  (over  the  head  c 
the  observer)  ?  And  again,  secondly,  how  is  it  that,  in  the  case  of  re- 
flections in  wells,  <fcc.,  it  is  seen  below  (when  the  Sun  is  shining  above)  ? 
And,  thirdly,  looking  in  a  mirror,  while  facing  the  east,  how  is  it  that  one 
sees  the  image  facing  the  west  ?" 

185-186.  The  fact  is  that  the  Sense  (of  vision  in  the  present  case) 
brings  about  the  cognition  of  the  object,  in  the  body  itself  (and  hence  it  is 
always  in  front  of  the  body  that  the  perceived  object  appears)  ;  and  this 
explains  the  above  facts — specially  as  the  Sense  is  a  means  of  cognition, 
only  when  located  in  the  body. 

186-189.  When  people  are  looking  upon  the  Sun  in  the  water,  the  func- 
tioning (the  path,  of  the  rays)  of  his  eye  is  always  two-fold :  one  above,  and 

180.88  The  reflection  appears  to  be  different,  because  the  vessels  are  different 
and  not  because  the  reflections  themselves  are  different.  Because  all  the  reflections 
are  seen  in  the  retina  of  the  Eye,  which  is  one  only. 

18i.l88  Though  the  Sun  is  overhead,  yet  it  is  always  seen  before,  in  front  of  the  eye, 
and  as  such  it  is  quite  reasonable  for  the  reflection  to  be  identical  with  the  Sun,  and  yet 
appears  b«low  us. 

189  Even  though,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Sun-  shines  above,  yet  since  in  the  case 
of  reflection-,  it  is  perceived  by  means  of  the  downward  function  of  the  Bye,  it  appears 
to  be  below  us,  in  the  water ;  though  even  in  this  case  what  we  really  see  is  only  the  Sun 
shining  above.  Hence»  the  reflection  is  identified  with  the  reflected  object ;  and  the 
reflection  is  seen  because  it  is  in  front  of  the  body* 
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another  below,  -And  that  Sun  which  is  affected  (manifested)  by  the  up  ward 
function  is  not  seen  (by  the  Bye),  because  it  is  not  in  a  straight  line  with 
the  substrate  of  the  Bye  (i.e.,  because  the  Sun  is  not  in  front  of  the  body)  j 
While  the  Sun,  as  it  exists  (in  the  water),  is  presented  before  the  observer 
mediately  (i.en  the  upward  function  presents  the  image  to  the  downward 
function,  and  this  presents  it  to  the  observer),  and  is  perceived  by  means 
of  the  downward  function  (of  the  Eye),  (and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the 
Sun,  though  shining  above,  is  seen  below,  in  the  reflection).  And  since 
this  (downward  function)  is  identical  with  the  upward  function  (inasmuch 
as  both  equally  are  functions,  and  belong  equally  to  the  eye),  therefore 
(when  the  Sun,  though  shining  above,  is  perceived  by  means  of  the  down- 
ward function),  it  appears  to  the  observer  as  if  it  were  below  him.  Hence, 
what  is  really  seen  below  (in  the  reflection)  is  the  Sun  itself  appearing 
(before  the  downward  function  of  the  Bye)  through  the  medium  (of  the 
upward  function). 

189-190.  Similarly  (in  the  case  of  the  image  in  the  mirror  the  func- 
tion of  the  Eye  is  two-fold  :  one  proceeding  to  the  east,  and  another  to  the 
west;  and)  the  face  (in  the  mirror)  is  mistaken  to  be  looking  to  the  west, 
because  (in  this  case)  it  is  presented,  by  the  easterly  function,  to  the 
westerly  function  of  the  Eye.  (Hence,  though  the  face  is  really  looking  to 
the  east,  it  appears  as  looking  to  the  west). 

190-191.  Even  granting  that  the  reflections  occupy  different  places, 
— they  are  not  known  to  be  diverse,  because  all  are  cognisable  by  the  same 
idea  (i.e.,  all  are  recognised  to  be  precisely  similar,  and  hence  (identical). 

191-192.  Even  if  we  accept  the  theory  that  the  Sense  of  Audition 
moves  (over  to  the  region  where  the  Word  is  uttered),  the  fact  of  the  Word 
being  heard  in  different  places  (i.e.,  from  the  mouths  of  different  speakers) 
may  be  explained  as  being  due  to  the  diversity  of  the  places  occupied  by 
these  mouths  (and  not  to  any  diversity  in  the  Word  itself).  And  if  (we  hold 
the  theory)  that  the  cognition  of  the  Word  is  produced  in  the  region  of  the 
Auditory  SenSe  it/self,  then  we  naturally  get  at  the  fact  of  the  Word  occu- 
pying only  one  place  (the  space  in  the  Ear). 

392-193.  Even  if  the  Sense  (of  audition)  be  something  else  (other 
than  the  tympanum  as  affected  by  the  sound — vibrations  of  Air), — since 
even  such  a  Sense  can  have  no  function  outside  its  own  substrate  (viz.,  the 
Ear,  in  the  body,  as  consisting  of  the  tympanum,  &c.);  therefore,  if  we  accept 

191.198  This  explains  the  Bhteshya  passage  wherein  the  analogy  of  the  case  of  Word 
with,  fchafc  of  the  Bun  is  worked  out : — If  the  Auditory  Sense  were  to  go  over  to  the  place  of 
conjunction  and  disjunction  (of  the  palate,  &o.)»  in.  the  mouths  of  the  speakers,  <fec.,  &c. 

198.193  And  such  travelling  of  the  tympanum  of  the  listener  by  the  mouth  of  the 
speaker  is  an  ahsurdifcy ;  hence  the  sense  of  audition  cannot  be  held  to  move  to  the  place 
w&^re^  sounds  are  produced, 
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theory  of  (the  Auditory  Sense)  moving  (to  the  regions  vvliere  sounds 

produced),  we  would  find  the  tympanum,  <fce.  (of  the  hearer)  moving  to 
"the  place  of  utterance  (rw?.,  the  mouth  of  the  speaker)  (inasmuch  as  the 
JLuditory  Sense  could  not  move  to  the  region,  independently  of  its  substrate  }. 

193-196.  ObJ  :  "All  these  assumptions  of  yours  apply  to  the  case 
^where  th«  speakers  (of  the  same  Word)  are  many,  and  the  hearer  only  one. 
When,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  only  one  speaker,  and  many  hearers,  then 
It  is  quite  the  contrary,  —  (i.e.,  your  arguments  become  upset).  Because  in 
•fchis  latter  case,  the  Senses  (of  audition)  (cognising  the  Word)  being  many, 

Word  surely  (even  recording  to  yoar  own  theory)  appears  in  diverse 


1&.IM  The  Sense  of  the  objection  is  thus  summed  up  In  the  NySyaratnftbara  :    Yom 
wwsazne  that  in  the  theory  of  the  movement  of  the  Auditory  Sense  (of  the  hearer)  to  tbe 
*omnd  regions,  the  idea  of  a  single  place  for  the  Word  is  the  correct  one,  ami  that  of  di- 
versity of  its  place  a  mistaken  one.    This  assertion  is  possible  if  the  speaker*  are  many 
»ad  the  hearer  only  one.   When,  however,  the  Speaker  is  only  one,  and  the  Hearers  many, 
your  theory  of  the  singleness  of  Word  is  upset,  if  the  movement  of  the  Auditory  Sense  be 
not  admitted;  because  in  that  case,  the  idea  of  diversity  of  the  place  of  (cognition  of)  the 
Word  would  be  true,  whereas  that  of  the  unity  of  its  place  would  be  a  mistaken  one  ;  be- 
-cause,  the  hearers  being  many,  the  Word  would  be  cognised  in  the  Ear  of  all  these  persons  ; 
And,  as  such,  being  cognised  in  many  places,  it  could  be  recognised  to  have  many  places. 
-And  the  idea  of  the  Word  having  only  one  place  could  be  true  only  if  it  were  admitted 
that  the  angle  Auditory  Sense  (of  the  one  hearer)  moves  over  to  the  place  of  the  utterance 
of  Sound.    But  since  such  movement  of  the  Sense  is  not  admitted,  the  notion  of  single- 
ness of  the  Word's  place  mast  be  a  mistaken  one  ;  and  hence,  if  in  this  case  (of  many 
hearers  and  one  Speaker),  the  Mimansaka  holds  the  notion  of  singleness  of  place  to  be  true, 
and  that  of  a  diversity  of  place  to  b©  mistaken,  then  he  must  admit  the  fact  of  the  Auditory 
Bense  moving  to  the  sound  regions.    To  this  the  Mimansafca,  may  reply  :  *  True:  the  no- 
tion of  singleness  of  the  place  of  the  Word  is  really  a  mistaken  one  (even  in  our  theory)  ; 
Inasmuch  as  the  Wor  .  is  all-pervading  and  never  partial  ;  but  it  is  manifested  by  the 
sounds  proceeding  from  a  single  source  (the  mouth  of  the  oae  Speaker)  ;  and  this  single- 
ness of  the  place  of  the  utterance  of  Sounds,  is  mistaken  to  be  the  place  of  the  Word.* 
But  the  objector  retorts:    Even  in  tlie  case  where  there  are  many  Speakers,  and  only 
one  hearer,  there  too  the  notion  of  the  diversity  of  the  place  of  Word  may  be  explained 
to  be  a  mistaken   one  due  to  the  diversity  of  the  sources  from  which  the  Word  is 
uttered.    Therefore,  whether  we  admit  the  movement  of  the  Auditory  Sense  or  not, 
the  explanation  of  the  notion  of  singleness  of    the   Word's  place,   and  that  of  the 
notion  of  diversity  of  its  place,  are  the  same  :  both  of  these  notions  have  been  shown  to 
fee  mistaken  in  different  cases;    and  the  explanation  of  the  mistake  is  exactly  similar 
in  both  cases—  viz.,  the  diversity  of  the  manifesting  Sounds.    And  then,  if,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  both  of  these  notions—  that  of  singleness  and  diversity  of  place—be  false,  with 
reference  to  the  Word,  which  is  all-pervading,  then  why  should  the   Mimnnsaka  so 
tenaciously  hold  to  the  theory  of  Singleness,  and  fighfc  shy  of  the  theory  of  diversity  of 
the  place  of  the  Word  ?    And  secondly,  since  the  explanation  of  the  mistake  is  the  same 
—whether  you  admit  the  movement  of  the  Auditory  Sense  or  not,—  why  shonld  you 
reject  the  theory  of  such  movement,  and  hold  to  the  theory  of  the  Word  itself  coming  to 
the  Auditory  Sense  ? 


442  CLOKAVART1KA. 

places  (the  Sense  of  audition  of  the  many  hearers.)  And  it  is  only  if  we 
admit  the  fact  of  the  Sense  itself  moving  (to  the  region  of  the  Sound),  that 
there  can  be  any  possibility  of  the  Word  appearing  in  only  one  place  (the 
one  mouth  of  the  single  hearer).  If  it  be  held  that  "  (in  this  case)  the  no- 
tion (of  the  Word  appearing  in  a  single  place,  viz.,  the  month  of  the  one 
speaker)  is  a  mistaken  one,  due  to  the  fact  .of  the  Sound  (ntterance)  pro- 
ceeding (from  a  single  source),  then  the  same  may  be  said  in  the  other  case 
also  (where  there  are  many  speakers,  and  only  one  hearer)  where  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  diversity  of  the  Word  may  be  accepted  to  be  due  to  the  di- 
versity of  the  manifesting  agencies,  in  the  shape  pf  the  palate,  &c.  (of 
the  different  speakers)." 

196-197. .  (True :  the  mistaken  character  of  both  notions  is  similar ;  but) 
in  the  Sutra  (I — i — 9)  the  fact  of  the  simultaneity  (of  the  cognition  by  one 
man  of  a  Word  uttered  by  many  persons)  has  been  urged  against  us  (hold- 
ing the  eternality  of  Words);  and  hence,  it  is  only  in  accordance  with  thia 
(case  of  many  speakers  and  one  hearer,  as  urged  against  us),  that  the  Bh&- 
shya  has  asserted  that  "  even  though,  <fee." 

197-198.  The  notion  of  diversity  of  the  Word,  as  being  due  to  the 
diversity  of  the  place  of  its  appearance  (utterance),  is  got  at  by  means  of 
Inference.  Whereas  the  notion  (of  recognition),  that  "this  (W"ord)  is  the 
same  (thafc  I  had  heard  from  another  person),*'  is  got  at  by  means  of  Sense- 
perception  (the  sameness  of  the  Word  being  recognised  by  the  Auditory 
Sense);  and  as  such,  this  latter  notion  (being  the  more  authoritative  of  the 
two)  rejects  the  former  (got  at  by  Inference). 

196.197  it  is  true  thafc  both  these  notions  are  equally  mistaken,  and  the  explanation  fcoo 
is  the  same.    Bub  the  Bhdshya  has  not  brought  forward  the  mistaken  character  of  the 
notion  of  singleness  of  place,  because  this  would  be  irrelevant;  inasmuch  as  the  notion 
of  singleness  is  false  in  the  case  of  many  hearers  and  one  speaker, — a  case  which  has 
not  been  touched  upon  by  the  objector.    The  objector  has  only  brought  forward,  in 
the  ninth  Sutra,  the  case  of  many  speakers  and  one  hearer;  and  in  this  case,  it  is  the 
notion,  of  the  diversity  of  place  which  is  false ;  and  since  such  falsity  can  be  proved  only 
when  the  movement  of  the   Auditory  Sense  is  not  admitted,  therefore  the  Bhashya 
"  Tadi  grotram,  &c./*   (p.  £8),  has  taken  into  consideration  this  case  only  in  order  to 
meet  the  objector  on  his  own  ground. 

191.198  This  meets  tlie  following  objection  :  "  Whatyou  say  with  regard  to  the  objec- 
tion urged  in  the  ninth  S&fcra  may  be  true,    put  ia  the  case  of  many  hearers  and  only  one 
speaker  there  is  a  real  diversity  of  fche  place  of  the  Word  (in  accordance  wifch  your  own 
theory).  And  thus  the  plftce  being  different,  the  Word  must  be  accepted  as  being  different, 
as  uttered  by  different  persons."  The  Sense  of  the  Kdrikd  is  that  Inference,, however  strong, 
is  always  set  aside  by  a  fact  of  Sense-perception,  if  thia  latter  be  contrary  to  the  conclu- 
sion, of  the  former.    In  the  present  case  we  have  such  a  case.    Therefore,  even  if  thereby 
a  diversity  of  the  place  of  the  utterance  of  the  Word,  this  cannot  lead  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  Word  itself  is  diverse j  since  sucli  a  conclusion  would  go  against  a  well" 
established  fact  of  Sense-perception. 
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198-200.  Just  as  Deradatta,  though  gradually  passing  from  one  place 
another,  is  not  considered  to  be  different  (in  different  places)  (simply  be- 
he  is  known  to  be  a  single  person) ; — so,  in  the  same  manner,  a  Word, 
tfiuving  been  known  to  be  one,  cannot  be  considered  as  different  (even  when 
Mitered  by  different  persons).  And  again,  just  as,  being  seen  again  and 
fc^aint  Devadatta  is  not  known  to  be  different  in  consideration  of  the  differ- 
mce  of  tbe  time  (of  his  being  seen ) ;  so,  too,  the  Word  cannot  be  considered 
t?o  be  different,  in  consideration  of  the  difference  of  the  place  (of  its  utter- 
ance). 

200-201.  If  it  be  urged,  that,  "  (in  the  case  of  Devadatta)  the  fact  of 
his  being  recognised  as  one  is  not  contradicted  (by  the  fact  of  his  being  seen 
®&  different  times). ;  because,  in  this  case,  there  is  a  certain  sequence  (and  no 
eamnltaneity,  in  the  different  times  of  his  being  seen)  [whereas  in  the  case 
of  the  Word  being  uttered  by  a  single  person  and  heard  by  many  persons, 
simultaneity,  and  as  such,  contradiction  is  unavoidable],** — (then 
reply  that)  we  may  explain  (the  appearance  of  a  single  Word  in  many 
places)  on  the  ground  of  the  all-pervading  character  (of  the  Word).  And 
for  the  sake  of  establishing  a  perceptible  fact,  the  assumption  of  any  char- 
acter (or  property)  is  allowable. 

201-203.  (In  Sutra  10)  it  has  been  argued  that  the  Word  is  perish- 
atble,  because  it  is  modifiable;  and  in  support  of  the  premiss,  the  objector  has 
olted  the  *  similarity '  (of  the  ^  which  is  changed  into  if),  and  the  *  authority ' 
(of  Pa$ini  who  enjoins  that  ^  followed  by  ^r  is  changed  into  ^).  But  the 
authority  (that  he  has  quoted)  is  ineffective  (in.  supporting  his  premises); 
because  the  rule  laid  down  by  Pauini  is  not  such  as  that*  "produce  the  letter 
W  by  the  modification  of  the  *;." 

203-204.  Because  it  is  only  when  the  relation  between*  Words  and 
•fclieir  meanings  has  been  established,  that  the  rules  of  grammar  are  laid 

«W.20l  An  all-pervading  entity,  though  one,  can  be  found  in  many  places,  like  Akdga- 
Therefore  In  the  case  of  the  Word  too,  there  is  no  contradiction* 

"  The  assumption,  &c."  How  do  yoa  know  that  the  Word  is  all-pervading  ?  Be- 
cause  we  assume  such  character  of  the  Word ;  because  if  this  be  nofc  assumed,  we  cannofc 
explain  the  perceptible  fact  of  the  single  Word  being  uttered  by  different  persons,  at  one 
stud  the  same  time.  And  snch  assumption  is  always  allowable* 

SOL20S  This  considers  Sutra  16 :  "Thei/a  into  which  ^  is  always  changed,  is  * 
different  letter  altogether,  and  not  a  modification  (of  the  ^}." 

All  that  ^qft  ^qrf%  means  is  that  when  ^  is  followed  by  ^  these-  two  letters 
»re  set  aside  mid  the  letter  if  is  put  in  their  place.  If  the  letter  if  were  held  to  be 
ytrodueed  by  this  aphorism  of  Panini's,  then  there  could  be  no  snch  letter  before  that  rule 
liad  been  laid  down. 

808.804  Tke  Sutra  ^Bf\  imf^f  ™  *aid  down  with  a  view  to  regulate  the  use  of  the 
letters  ^y  ^  ^jr,  &c.  And  as  such  the  letter  if  must  haye  existed  before  the  rule  was 


down  with  a  view  to  regulate  the  use  of  these  Words;  and  (then  if  tlier 
oC  grammar  be  taken  to  lay  down  the  production  of  Words),  the  relatioi 
the  Words  and  their  meanings)  cannot  be  regarded  as  established,  j 
to- the  laying  dawn  of  the  rale. 

204-205.  WhUepointing  ou  t  the  correctness  of  "Dadhi"  a&d"DacZ/a 
— known  to  be  two  different,  words, — the  Sutra  ("  Iko  yanaci"  Fan.  VI- i 
serves  to  point  out  the  general  character  of  the  word  "Dadhi"  (in  comj 
son  to  the  specific  character  of  "Dadhya")  with  a  view  to  show  the  (r 
form  (of  the  \vord,  i.e.,  "  Dadhi"),  and  the  (derivative)  form  of  the  w 
i.e.,  "Dadhyfi"),  (as  a  particular  word  due  to  the  following  ac).  And  1 
these  are  mentioned  (in  the  Sfttra)  as  if  they  were  one,  for  the  sake  of 
brevity  (of  expression)  of  the  Castra  (Vy&ltarana), 

206-207.  The  word  "  DaJhi"  having  Been  mentioned  (in  an-o1 
Sutra)  as  an  accomplished  word,  would  reject  the  word  "Dadhya"  broa 
about  by  the  ach  following  (the  i)  (because  this  latter  is  nowhere  elsen 
tioned  as  an  independent  word).  And  (in  order  to  avoid  this  contingen 
the  presence  of  this  (word  "Dadhi")  is  denied  by  the  Sutra  ("  Iko  yc 
r.i")  which  means  that  in  a  place  where  the  '»'  is  followed  by  an'acV 
should  have  the  specific  word  "Dadhya  "  and  not  the  general  w 
"DadhL" 

207-208.  What  the  Sutra  means  is  that  when  the  "ik"  appe 
(followed  by  "ac")  "Yan"  is  the  correct  form.  And,  as  a  matter  of  fi 
there  never  was  any  modification  (in  the  matter). 

209-211.  (Thus  then,  the  authority  of  Panini,  <fcc.,  having  been  she 
to  be  inapplicable  to  the  theory  of  the  modification  of  Words),  the  mere  f 
of  similarity  (between  the  i  and  the  t/a,  as  urged  in  K.  102)  is  also  sho 
(in  the  Bh&shya)  to  be  inconclusive  (doubtful,  as  io  proving  the  fact  t". 
the  case  of  i  changing  into  ya  is  a  case  of  modification).  Specially  as  ei 
"between  the  flower  Kunda  and  Curd,  we  find  a  similarity  (of  whiten* 

eontem plated.  If,  ou  the  other  hand,  the  meaning1  of  the  Siifra  be  that  one  i 
produce  (anew)  the  letter  if,  tlien  we  will  have  to  admit  the  »on -existence  of  sue 
letter  (as  ij)  prior  to  the  laying  down  of  the  rule. 

5MU.808  One,  who  holds  " Dadhya"  to  be  modified  ont  of  " Dadhi"  will  have  toad 
that  the  laiter  Word  ia  not  an  accomplished  Word  in  itself.  Therefore  the  Sutra  mnal 
taken  to  mean  something  else.  And  this  meaning  is  that  both  words,  Dadhi  and  Dad}\ 
are  equally  accomplished  words  by  themselves ;  and  the  Sutra,  is  meant  to  show  that  b 
those  are  distinct  words;  and  with  a  view  to  this  it  mentions  "Dadhi"  as  the  gen« 
form,  and  "  Dadhya  "  as  a  particular  form,  due  to  the  specification  of  the  following  a 
and  thna  the  8Htra  does  not  assert  that  ![  is  changed  into  ^  bat  that  both  \ 
equally  distinct  forms.  And  "  Dadhya "  is  not  mentioned  as  an  independent  Woi 
"because  that  would  lead  to  the  enunciation  of  all  auch  words  as  are  included  in  1 
Sufcra,  when  it  appears  in  ita  present  form ;  thus  the  clearness  of  the  statement  has  b« 
ft&crtfsced  to  brevity  (by  FaniuiJ* 
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(ft.xi.cl  certainly  the  flower  is  not  a  modification  of  the  curd).  If  it  be  urged 
the  similarity  in  the  latter  case  is  not  absolute  (t.e.»  it  is  only  partial  )t 
the  other  case  (of  *  and  ya)  too,  the  similarity  is  only  partial  as 
co**JSisting  only  the  sameness  of  the  place  of  utterance.  Thus  then,  both 
grounds  ('authority*  and  'similarity')  having  failed  (with  regard  to 
the  fact  of  i  being  modified  into  ya),  the  original  argument  (based 
ul>0xi  these,  and  urged  in  Sutra  10)  falls  to  the  ground  unsupported. 

211-212.     The  fact  of  the  increase  or  decrease   (in  the  intensity  of 
depending  upon  the  (increase  or  decrease  in  the)  cause    (and 
consequent  inference  of  the   word   as  being  a  caused   entity),  is   not 
inasmuch  as  neither  a  Word  nor  a  Letter  ever  increases  (or  de- 


212-213.     Because  (a  Word  could  Be  increased  by  the  addition  of  new 
and  if  new  Letters  were  to  accrue  to  the  Word,  it  would  cease 
to  ^e  the  original  word  ;  and  it  would  be  either  no  Word  at  all,  or  a  dif- 

word  altogether. 

213-214.     And  further  the   Letters  having  no   parts,  and  as  suchy 
the  Ak&pa,  they  cannot  undergo  either  an  increase  or  a  decrease  ; 
hence  the  increase  could  not  belong  to   the  Letters  within  themselves, 
214-215.     If  it  be  urged  that   "  we  have  an  idea  of  such  increase 
the  same  Letter  is  pronounced  by  many  persons,  and  we  may  base 
00.1*  argument  upon  this  idea  of  increase),"  —  then  too  your  argument  would  be 
contradictory;    because   we  have  such  an  idea  (of  increase)  even  in  the 
ca.se  of  the  Class  "  Word  "  (which  jou  too  hold  to  be  eternal  and  uncaused). 
215-216.     And  just  as  the  notion  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Class 

SlUfttt  With  this  begins  the  explanation  of  Sutra  17  ;  "  (The  increase  or  decre«se 
of  }  the  intensity  (of  word-sounds)  belongs  to  the  utterance.**  (I  —  i  —  17],  which  meets 
t"h.^  argument  urged  in  I—  i  —  11. 

SiSJUS  if  ^  be  added  to  ^r  it  ceases  to  be  a  word,  and  if  ^jj  be  added  to  it,  It 
becomes  a  new  word, 

S1SJU4  This  meets  the  following  objection  :  "  Without  the  addition  of  new  Letters, 
£Hejre  may  be  an  increase  within  the  component  Letters  themselves."  This  too  is  im- 
possible; beoanse  what  sort  of  increase  can  there  be  to  any  letter  gliat  f.i.  GJia  will 
/ei*:iain  a  gha,  and  it  cannot  undergo  any  increase  within  itself, 

8HJU.6  Even  in  the  case  of  a  class  ("  Word,"  or  "  Cow  "  f.i.),  we  have  an  idea  of 
its  increase  when  we  find  fresh  individuals  being  included  in  it  j  e.  g,,  we  have  an  idea 
of  the  class  "Word"  having  increased  when  we  come  to  know  new  words.  And  if 
tills  mere  idea  were  enough  ground  for  asserting  non-eternality,  then  the  class  too  would 
tta."ve  to  be  admitted  to  be  a  caused  entity,  and  hence  non-eternal,  which  cannot  be  very 
paulatable  to  the  objecting  Naiyayika. 

816.X18  The  increase  that  we  are  conscious  of,  when  many  persons  are  uttering 
same  word,  is  the  increase  of  the  utterance  (and  not  of  the  Word).  Because,  whether 
speaker  be  one  or  .many,  the  word  "  Qhata  "  remains  the  same. 
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depends  upon  the  increase  or  decrease  of  the  individuate  (composing  it), 
—so  in  the  same  manner  (the  notion  of  the  increase  or  decrease  of  word, 
sounds)  would  depend  upon  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  (intensity  o| 
the)  utterance  (manifesting,  or  rendering  perceptible,  the  Word). 

216-218.  And  further,  your  argument  (as  to  the  increase  of  word- 
sounds  proving  their  non-eternality,  &c.)»  is  not  conclusive ;  because,  even  in 
ordinary  life,  we  come  across  cases  where  such  increase  or  decrease  in  accoitL. 
anco  with  the  increase  or  decrease  of  the  cause  or  man  if  ester  is  found  to 
Belong  to  the  manifested  object ;  as  for  instance,  the  face  is  found  to  in. 
crease  or  decrease  in  accordance  with  the  increase  or  decrease  of  the  size 
df  the  mirror  (reflecting  the  face).  And  this  fact  cannot  prove  either  ttiat 
the  face  is  not  manifested  by  the  mirror,  or  that  it  is  produced  by  an  ac* 
tion  of  the  mirror.  [So  in  the  same  manner  in  the  case  of  Words,  the  notion 
of  increase  or  decrease  depends  upon  the  increase  or  decrease  of  the  inten- 
sity of  the  utterance  manifesting  the  Word ;  and  this  fact  cannot  prove 
either  that  the  Word  is  nofc  manifested  by  the  utterance,  or  that  it  is  pro- 
duced by  the  action  of  utterance].  And  there  can -be  no  other  action 
productive  [of  the  Word,  save  utterance,  and  hence,  as  it  cannot  be 
shown  th&t  the  Word  is  produced  by  utterance,  it  can  never  be  shown  to  be 
a  caused  entity,  and  hence  non-eternal J. 

218-219.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  (such  an  eternal  object  as)  Akfrfa 
when  a  large  pit  is  made  in  the  ground,  we  have  an  idea  of  the  largeness 
of  space  (^iJcfica),  and  when  the  pit  is  small,  we  have  a  notion  of  its  small. 
ness, — so  too,  even  when  the  Word  is  an  absolutely  uncaused  (and  eternal) 
entity  (we  could  have  notions  of  its  increase  or  decrease  through  the  in- 
crease or  decrease  of  the  utterances  manifesting  them).  Thus  then  (it 
must  be  admitted  that)  the  idea  of  the  increase  of  the  Word  (as  urged  in 
Sutra  10)  is  a  mistaken  one,  due  to  (the  increase  of)  its  appurtenances 
(i.e.,  the  utterances  rendering  it  perceptible  to  the  ear). 

220.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do  not  perceive  either  grossness  (in- 
crease of  volume)  or  subtlety  ( decrease  of  volume)  to  reside  in  the  Word. 
The  idea  too,  of  the  increase  or  decrease  (of  Words),  is  due  to  the  intensity 
or  lowness  of  the  cognition  (hearing  of  the  Word). 

221-222.  And  as  a  matter  of  f act,,  we  find  that  our  cognition  of  the 
jar  is  extensive  when  it  is  lighted  by  a  big  light ;  and  it  is  less  extensive 

MO  in  fact  we  have  no  idea  of  the  increase  of  the  Word  either.  When  the  Letter 
is  uttered  by  many  persons  there  is  an  intensity  in  the  sound  of  it  as  heard ;  and  this 
intensity  of  the  hearing  (cognition)  leads  to  the  notion  of  the  increase  of  the  Word 
itself. 

W1.M*  This  shows  that  the  intensity  and  lowness  of  cognition  too  depend  upon  fclie 
intensity,  &c.»  of  manifesting  agencies.  So  in  the  word  too,  the  increase,  <&c.»  belongs 
to  the  manifesting  utterance.  "  Length  &o,"  /This  meets  the  objection  that  if  Words 
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i  it  happens  to  be  illuminated  by  a  small  light.  And  the  length  (short- 
I,  Ac.,  (of  Letters)  are  properties  of  the  utterance— as  shown  abovefnnder 
hbia"). 

222-223.   Obj.  "  If  either  (conjunctions,  &c.,  as)  properties  of  the  Air,  or 

Air  itself  as  possessing  these  properties  (of  conjunction,  &c.)»  beheld  to 

meant  by)  the  word  *  Sound'  (F&fo),—then,  as  Letters  alone  are  per- 

ible  by  the  Ear,  the  sounds  could  not  be  audible  by  the  ear  (because  Air 

ily  perceptible  by  the  sense  of  touch)  ;  and  then,  how  could  the  sounds 

le  couch-shell,  <fcc.,  which  do  not  consist  of  Letters,  be  heard  ?  " 

224-225.     (With  a  view  to  sail  clear  of  this  objection)  some  people 

that  Soutfds  also  (and  not  Letters  alone)  are  perceptible  by  the  Ear. 

L  (these  people  hold  that)  these  (Sounds,  as  properties  of  the  Air)  are 

*d  along  with  the  Air  (by   means  of  the  conjunctions  of  the  Air  with 

palate,  <fec.),  and  finally  affect  the  sense  of  audition  (and  produce  »  t 

oge  in  it,  which  renders  the  Word  audible).     And  as  these  (Sounds 

tiry  vibrations)  are  perceived  (heard)  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of 

tors  (as  uttered  and  manifested  by  those  sounds), — the  above  theory 

not  be  said  to  contain  the  assumption  of  an  imperceptible  entity. 

225-226.  Others,  however,  wbo  hold  to  the  view  of  Sound  as  pre- 
isly  expounded  (in  the  Bhashya),  explain  the  fact  of  sounds  (of  the 
ten-shell)  being  heard  on  the  ground  of  the  mutiplicity  of  winds. 

226-228,  Those  (Airs  or  Sounds),  that  are  urged  (or  set  in  motion) 
the  conjunctions  and  disjunctions  of  tbe  palate,  <fcc.,  manifest  (render 

L  Letters  were  eternal,  how  could  they  be  divided  into  long,  short,  &c.  ?  The  sense  is 
b  these  do  not  belong  to  the  Word  or  Letter,  but  to  the  utterance. 

ft8&-888  This  objects  to  the  assertion  of  the  Bhashya  that  "  the  conjunctions  and  dis- 
ofciona  in  the  Air,  manifesting  the  words,  come  to  be  known  as  '  Nada '  (sound)." 
3  sense  of  the  objection  is  thus  explained  in  the  Nyaya-ratnakara — "  If  sound  be  held 
be  the  conjunctions  &c.,  of  the  Air,  or  the  Air  itself  as  possessing  these  properties, 
I  if  it  (Sound  or  Nada)  be  not  held  to  be  in  the  form  of  a  word, — then  the  Sound 
mot  be  held  to  consist  of  any  Letters  j  and  it  has  been  held  by  the  MtmdnsaJea  that 
bters  alone  are  perceptible  by  the  Ear;  therefore  the  Sounds  that  do  not  con- 
t  of  Letters — e.g.,  those  uttered  by  the  conch-shell,  &c.,— -  could  not  be  objects  of 
dition  ?  But  we  do  hear  such  sounds.  How  do  you  explain  this  contradiction  ?  " 

Mi. 2*6  if  the  Air  were  the  manif ester  of  words,  then  the  Air  being  amenable  to  the 
stile  sense  alone,  the  above  objection  would  apply  to  it  j  but  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  is 
b  the  air  but  the  Sounds  as  properties  of  the  Air  that  manifest  words  in  the  manners 
scribed  in  the  KariM.  Hence  the  objection  is  avoided.  When  people  are  making  a 
use  at  a  distance,  we  hear  only  the  sounds  and  no  distinct  letter  or  word. 

S86.838  "  Adequate  substrate" — This  meets  the  objection  that  since  no  Letters  are 
jtinctly  cognised  the  class  "  Word,"  must  be  held  to  be  at  that  time  cognised  as 
thout  an  adequate  substrate.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  though  no  distinct  Letter 
heard,  yet,  as  all  Letters  are  all-pervading,  they  always — whether  distinctly  manifest- 
.  or  not— serve  as  adequate  substrates  of  the  class  "  Word."  And  as  for  the  individual 
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perceptible)  a  distinct  Letter;  and  others  (that  are  not  urged  by  such  con- 
junctions and  disjunctions)  only  manifest  the  "Word"  as  a  class,  which. 
comprises  all  Letters  ;  (and  as  such  they  can  be  audible).  And  as  Letters 
are  all-pervadiug,  the  class  ("Word"  as  manifested  indistinctly  by  the 
sounds)  does  not  fail  to  have  an  adequate  substrate.  Nor  is  this  theory 
open  to  the  objection — "  in  which  individual  Letters  (are  the  sounds  of  the 
conch-shell,  <fcc.),  manifested  P  " 

228-229.  And  it  is  these  (sounds)  that  have  been  shown  above 
(under  "  Spliota")  to  follow  the  course  of  our  conjunctions  ;  (and  there  it  is 
shown  that)  the  difference  in  the  degree  (of  the  intensity)  of  these  sounds 
is  due  to  the  multifarious  character  of  the  collations  of  these  (sounds). 
229-230.  Or,  these  (sounds)  may  (be  held  to)  form  a  distinct  class  by 
themselves  (included  in  the  class  "word*').  And  we  can  lay  down  the  di- 
versity in  the  capability  of  sounds,  on  the  ground  of  the  effects, — just  as  in 
your  own  theory  (of  the  non-eternality  of  words). 

230-231.  Obj :  "Even  if  the  utterance  be  found  to  be  for  the  sake  of 
others,  what  has  that  to  do  with  the  word  itself,  that  this  latter  would  be 
eternal  on  that  account  ? 

231-232.  "  Since  we  find  the  fact  of  the  use  being  for  another's  sake, 
applicable  to  non-eternal  objects— such  as  the  lamp,  cloth,  etc.,—;  therefore, 

letter  in  which  the  sound  of  conch  is  to  be  manifested,  any  Letter  may  be  held  to  be 
Bach;  since  all  letters  are  equally  eternal  and  all-pervading.  Therefore  that  which  is 
heard  in  the  case  of  the  couch-shell,  is  the  class  "  Word,"  wherein  no  individual  word 
has  been  manifested  at  the  time* 

S*8-Si9  Ifc  has  been  shown  under  "  Sphota  "  that  even  though  the  sounds  be  not  au* 
•dible,  yet  the  diversity  of  the  degree  of  intensity — quickness  or  slowness  of  the  ut- 
terance of  words— is  regulated  by  the  different  degrees  of  the  collations  of  sounds. 
When  many  sounds— of  qr— collate  together,  then  we  have  the  acute  qr ;  and  so  on. 

829.830  "In  the  effects"— we  find  that  sounds  manifest  words,  and  some  mere  indis- 
tinct sounds,  and  hence  we  must  admit  of  a  diversity  in  the  capabilities  of  sounds. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  sounds  may  either  be  the  Air  or  included  in  the  class  "  word." 
If  it  be  included  in  the  class  "word/*  then  since  words  are  immaterial,  no  increase 
could  belong  to  them,  and  hence  the  word  "  nada >f  in  the  Sutra  must  be  taken  to  in* 
directly  indicate  the  Air  of  which  these  sounds  are  properties.  And  it  is  as  an  explana* 
tiou  of  this  indirect  indication  that  we  have  the  Bhashya  passage  objected  to,  in  Kari- 
Teds  222-223, 

880.81  With  this  begins  the  explanation  of  the  Sutra  18  which  lays  down  the  MimSu- 
saka  theory  of  the  eternality  of  sounds:  "Word  is  eternal;  because  its  utterance  is  for 
the  sake  of  others  "  (I-i-18).  Karikas  230-236  embody  the  objections  against  the  Sutra. 
Because  the  utterance  is  "  for  another's  sake,"  that  cannot  lead  to  the  conclusion  "  Word 
is  eternal/'  because  "  being  for  another's  sake  "  is  not  a  qualification  of  the  minor  term 
"  word." 

*8l-&«  This  anticipates  the  Mimansaka  assertion  that  the  Sutra  means  "  Word  is  ' 
eternal,  because  of  its  utterance  being  for  another's  sake."    The  objection  embodied  ia 
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even  if  this  (the  fact  of  use  being  for  another's  sake)  be  a  property  (of  the 
minor  term  "  word  "),  yet,  this  cannot  be  any  reason  (for  proving  its  efcer- 
nality). 

232-233.  "(If  by  "dar$ana"  you  mean  "utterance"  only,  then,  since 
utterance  cannot  be  found  anywhere  except  in  a  Word)  there  being  no  in- 
stance similar  (to  your  conclusion,  your  reasoning  becomes  invalid).  And 
(if  by  "da,r$ana"  you  mean  "use,"  then)  your  reasoning  becomes  contra- 
dictory, since  in  the  case  of  atoms  which  are  eternal,  we  find  no  use  at  all 
(either  for  others'  sake  or  for  one's  own ;  and  as  such  eternaliiij  cannot  be 
said  to  be  concomitant  with  the  property  of  being  used  for  another's  sake). 

233-234.  "As  for  the  signification  of  the  meaning,  the  Word  would 
do  it  by  the  mere  fact  o£  its  existence  (i.e.,  as  soon  as  the  Word  would  be 
uttered  it  would  at  once  denote  its  meaning),  even  without  any  permanent 
form  of  it  (subsisting  for  any  length  of  time); — just  as  certain  actions 
bring  about  certain  conjunctions,  etc.,  (by  their  mere  force,  even  though 
the  actions  do  not  persist  for  any  length  of  time). 

234-235.  "And  the  idea  of  words  used  previously  is  due  to  the  re- 
membrance of  past  events, — just  as  we  have  a  remembrance  of  our  past 
deeds  (which  do  not  persist  for  any  length  of  time).  Therefore,  the  fact  of 
the  word  being  used  (now)  cannot  prove  the  fact  of  its  having  existed 
before  from  time  immemorial)  ; — just  as  the  jar  (which  though  found  to 
be  used  now  is  not  on  that  account  held  to  have  existed  eternally). 

235-236.  "  Just  as  when  an  object  has  once  previously  been  manifest- 
ed by  a  certain  source  of  light, — then  if  subsequently,  it  come  to  be 
illuminated  by  an  altogether  new  source  of  light,  it  is  perceived  all  the 
same ; — so  too  it  could  be  in  the  case  of  the  Word." 


the  Karika  means  that  in  that  case,  the  armament  is  faulty.  Because  the  "  utterance 
of  a  Word'*  is  its  use  by  someone.  And  we  find  that  even  non-eternal  objects  are  used 
for  the  sake  of  others— such  as  "lamp,"  &c.,  and  such  eternal  objects  as  atoms  are  not 
found  to  be  used  for  the  sake  of  another. 

J&8-23*  This  meets  the  argument  of  the  Bhashya  that  if  a  word  were  not  eternal,  it 
would  not  signify  its  meaning. 

SS4.23B  The  fact  of  one  having  an  idea  of  words  used  in  the  past  cannot  prove  its 
eternality,  because  we  have  such  remembrance  of  even  non-eternal  entities. 

236.235  This  meets  the  objection  that  unless  the  word  be  known  to  have  a  certain 
signification  (beforehand),  it  cannot  afford  any  meaning  (when  heard,)  The  sense 
of  the  Karika  is  that  we  do  find  in  the  case  of  objects  illuminated  by  a  light,  that  when 
once  the  object  has  been  shown  by  means  of  one  light,  at  some  future  time,  even  a  * 
altogether  new  light  manifests  it  equally  well :  So  in  the  case  of  words,  the  object/ 
cow,  /.  t.,  may  have  been  denoted  by  same  other  word  at  some  past  time  ;  and  sub&e* 
quenbly  even  if  it  come  to  be  mentioned  by  a  new  name,  it  can  be  comprehended. 
57 
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236-237.  T*i<*  urging  of  the  faults  of  incouclusiveness.  &c..againsfthe 
fact  of  the  use  (of  words)  being  for  another's  sake,  is  lifce  employing 
the  fuel-burning  fire  to  bnrn  water. 

237-238.  Because  all  these  —  Inconelusiveness,  &c.  —  can  apply  to  in- 
ferential arguments  ;  whereas  the  argument  embodied  in  the  sfttra  i»  in 
the  form  of  an  Apparent  Inconsistency,  which  does  not  stand  in  need  of 
premises  laying  down  correct  relations  between  the  Minor  and  the  Middle 
terms. 

238-239.  If  the  denotability  of  a  word  be  shown  to  be  possible  only 
when  the  Word  is  held  to  be  also  non-eternal  (as  well  as  eternal),  or  only 
when  it  be  non-eternal,  —  then  alone  can  you  bring  forward  any  real 
objection  against  us. 

239-242.    The  Word  having  no  particular  result  of  its  own,  we  infer 

from  its  denotative    potency    the  fact    that    it    is    subsidiary    to    the 

signification   and  comprehension  of  meaning,   which,   in    its     turn,     is 

subsidiary  to  the  action  (brought    about   by   the  words)    "bring    the 

jar,"    which   has  a  definite  result    (the  drinking  of  water  <fcc.,  by  the 

person    addressing    the    injunction).    And    then,   when    enquiring    as 

to    whether   eternality    or    non-eternality  belongs     to    the     Word,   we 

ought  to  admit  of  that  one  property  (of  the  two)    which  does  not  in  any 

•way  go  against  the  prima-  y  factor  (in  the  signification  and  comprehension 

of  meaning,  to  which  the  word  is   subsidiary)  ;  because  it  is   not  proper 

to  reject  the  primary  result  (bringing  of  the  jar  which  would  not  be  possible 

if  the  meaning  were  not  signified  and  comprehended)  for  the  sake  of   (any 


Here  begins  the  reply  to  the  above  objections. 
SS8.889  The  argument  based  on  Apparent  Inconsistency  can  be  shown  to  be  faulty 
-when  the  ineiplicabilifcy  ;hat  supports  the  argument  is  shown  to  be  explicable  other- 
wise than  by  the  acceptance  of  the  conclusion  sought  to  be  proved.  And  so  long  aa 
the  objector  does  not  put  forth  another  explanation  of  the  denotabilifcy  of  words  than  the 
one  based  upon  its  eternality,  our  argument  remains  untouched.  Because  our  argu- 
ment is  simply  that,  since  the  denotability  of  a  word  is  not  explicable,  if  it  be  held  to 
be  non-eternal,  therefore  (by  Apparent  Inconsistency)  the  Word  must  be  held  to  be 
eternal. 

SS9.342    There  is  a  maxim  to  the  effect  that  when  something  that  has  no  result  hap- 

pans  to  be  in  the  company  of  that  which  has  a  definite  result,  the  former  becomes  sub- 

•  sidiary  to  the  latter  ;  hence  the  word  is  subsidiary  to  the  signification  of  meaning.   Sine© 

,  the  word  has  the  power  of  signifying  a  meaning,  the  comprehension  of  which  leads  to  a 

definite  result,  the  word  is  ascertained  to  be  subsidiary  to  this  result,  indirectly  through 

being  subsidiary  to  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning  by  the  person  addressed. 

"It  is  not  proper,  &a»—  If  we  admit  of  non-eternality  we  cannot  explain  the  signi- 
fication  of  meaning.  And  it  is  not  proj>er  to  admit  of  such  a  property  of  the  subsidiary 
("Word  ")  as  would  go  against  the  primary  element  (comprehension  of  meaning).  There- 
ford  the  Word  cannot  be  held  to  be  non-eternal.  Because  if  the  Word  be  non-eternal 
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ky  of)  that  (Word)  which  is  subsidiary  to  its  subsidiary  (compre- 
*  of  meaning).  But  if  (the  Word  be  held  to  be)  perishable  (non- 
),  then  this  (the  rejection  of  the  primary  result)  is  what  would 
happen.  * 

2-243.  Because  a  Word,  whose  relation  (with  its  meaning")  has  not 
previously)  ascertained,  cannot  signify  anything.  Because  if  this 
•e  the  case  (i.e.,  if  such  a  Word  were  to  signify  a  meaning),  then  any 
.sly- unknown  (newly-coined)  word  would  be  capable  of  signifying 
1  every  meaning, 

B-244i.  And  any  such  previous  recognition  of  its  relation  (with 
gs)  would  not  be  possible  if  the  Word  were  non-eternal ;  inasmuch 
be  established  that  its  relation  has  been  recognised,  it  is  certain 
e  Word  now  used  existed  at  some  time  other  than  that  when  it 
(at  which  other  time  its  relation  may  have  been  ascertained). 
1-245.  Because  that  (Word)  of  which  the  relation  may  have  been. 
sed  cannot  be  any  other  than  that  which  is  now  found  to  be 
ant  (of  a  meaning,  with  reference  to  which  it  is  now  uttered).  For, 
relation  (of  the  object  cow)  be  ascertained  to  belong  to  the  word 
" — fciie  Word,  used  to  signify  the  cow,  cannot  be  "  Horse." 
5-246.  If  it  be  held  that,  "even  a  Word  other  (than  the  one  whose 
L  with  the  meaning  has  been  recognised)  would  be  capable  of  signi- 
le  meaning,  through  its  own  inherent  (natural)  aptitude," — then,  in 
ence  of  any  fixed  rule  (as  to  what  Word  will  signify  what  meaning), 
I  not  be  ascertained  which  word  would  have  a  certain  signification 
bhe  inherent  aptitude  of  Words  is  not  perceptible  to  us). 
6-247.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  we  could  know  the  action  (brought 
>y  the  injunction)  to  be  due  to  that  word  which  is  comprehended," 

b  signify  any thing  j  and  then  the  person  addressed  will  not  comprehend  the 
m  ;  and  hence  he  would  not  fetch  the  jar ;  and  the  person  addressing  would 
drink. 

life  "  Ifc  is  certain,  <&o." — and  this  would  load  to  the  eternality  of  the  Word  ;  as 
explained  under  sut.ra  21, 

l**  That  word  which  is  found  to  be  significant  must  be  the  same  whose 
(with  the  meaning)  has  been  previously  ascertained  j  otherwise,  if  the  Word 
1  were  not  the  one  whose  relation  had  been  previously  ascertained,  the  present 
uld  not  signify  anything.  Anyway  the  two  must  be  held  to  be  identical.  If 
i  word  "  Cow  "  that  has  been  recognised  to  bear  a  relation  to  the  cow,  then 
always  be  the  same  identical  word  "  Cow  "  that  can  be  used  to  signify  the-  cow. 
**T  Before  the  word  has  been  uttered  there  can  be  no  idea  as  to  whether  it 
L  comprehended.  And  it  is  the  use  (uttering)  of  the  Word  which  stands  in  need 
avious  recognition  by  the  speaker  of  its  relation  with  ifcs  meaning.  And  this 
ct  cannot  be  explained  to  be  based  upon  the  comprehension  of  the  hearer. 


— than,  this  may  do  for  the  hearers  (who  know  for  themselves  what  words 
they  comprehend),  but  ifc  cannot  do  (explain  the  action  of  uttering  the 
word)  for  the  speakers  (who  are  not  cognisant  of  what  words  have  heen 
comprehended  by  his  hearers,  specially,  so  long  as  he  has  not  uttered  the 

words).  m  . 

247-248.  Because,  not  knowing  fchat  word  which  is  capable  of  signify- 
ing the  object  he  means  to  name,  what  word  would  he  use  in  the  beginning 
(i,e.,  before  the  time  of  its  comprehension  by  the  hearer  has  arrived)  ?  And 
if  he  already  knows  it  (the  word  as  related  to  the  meaning),  then  It 
must  be  admitted  that  it  had  been  previously  recognised  by  him  (as 
bearing  a  relation  to  the  object,  which  he  now  seeks  to  signify  by 
that  Word).  And  (as  for  the  instance  of  previously  unknown- lights 
showing  objects,  as  urged  in  Karika  235-236),  since  the  light  is  subsidiary 
to  the  perception,  we  have  a  manifestation,  even  when  the  source  of  light 
is  altogether  new. 

249-250.  If  it  be  held  that,  "the  meaning  of  a  Word  (though  new)  is 
comprehended  through  its  similarity  (with  a  previously  known  word)*' — 
then  (we  reply  that)  even  through  similarity,  .the  Word  cannot  signify  the 
meaning ;  because  (out  of  the  endless  series  of  the  word  "  cow,"  pronounced 
since  time  immemorial)  through  the  similarity  of  which  one,  shall  we  fix 
upon  the  signification  of  another  ?  Because  all  these  are  equal,  in  that 
none  of  them  have  the  relation  with  the  object  recognised  previously  (to 
their  being  used). 

250-251.     If  it  be  urged  that  "  the  word    ('  cow*  f.  L)  as  heard  first 

S4T.84S  The  action  of  light  does  not  stand  in.  need  of  any  previous  recognition  of 
the  light,  since  the  light  is  only  an  aid  to  perception.  In  the  perception  of  an  object 
it  is  the  perception  that  is  the  primary  element  j  and  we  do  not  care  whether  the  light, 
is  known  or  unknown  j  any  light  will  equally  illumine  an  object ;  whereas  in  the  case 
of  the  word,  ifcs  previous  recognition  is  absolutely  necessary;  as,  unless  the  speaker 
knows  the  Word  to  have  a  certain  meaning  he  cannot  use  it ;  and  unless  he  uses  it,  the 
hearer  cannot  comprehend  it ;  and  unless  the  hearer  comprehends  the  Word,  he 
cannot  act  in  accordance  with  the  words  addressed  to  him,  and  hence  there  would  be  no 
action  (fetching  of  the  ja^/.i). 

249.25ft  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that  the  word  that  is  now  uttered  has  not  been 
previously  known  to  have  any  relation.  Its  meaning  is  comprehended  on  account  of  its 
.f  resemblance  to  another  word  used  and  known  from  before,  The  latter  part  of  this  firsfe 
half  and  the  second  half  reject  this  theory  ,•  because  there  is  no  fixed  rule  as  to  the 
similarity  of  what  particular  word  would  regulate  the  signification  of  a  word.  The 
objection  means  that  the  word  «  cow  "  as  now  uttered  is  altogether  different  from  the 
same  word  uttered  at  some  other  time,  and  the  two  are  only  similar  j  and  the  signi- 
fication of  one  would  be  regulated  by  that  of  the  other. 

»sc.»i  The  sense  of  the  objection  Js  that  the  word  «  cow  "  when  heard  first  of  all 
was  understood  to  have  its  denotation  consist  in  the  cow;  and  so  subsequently 
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of  all,  vrns  comprehended  to  have  a  meaning," — then  (we  reply),  Low  can 
that  (previously  recognised  Word)  persist  for  sucli  a  long  time  ?  And 
(even  granting  that  such  continuance  and  cognition  of  its  similarity  are 
possible)  as  a  rule,  a  Word  does  not  come  to  be  known  to  have  a  definite 
meaning,  until  it  has  been  heard  and  comprehended  twice  or  three  times 
(at  the  very  least). 

251-252L  And  again,  for  a  man  (hearing  the  Word  "  cow  "  for  the 
fijrst  time,  and  as  such)  not  knowing  any  other  words  ("  cow "  as  pro- 
nounced by  people  before  his  hearing  of  it,  and  hence  being  unable,  to 
recognise  any  similarity),  the  word  is  meaningless ;  and  at  the  same  time, 
for  those  that  have  heard  other  such  words  (as  pronounced  by  persons  in 
tlie  past)  it  has  a  meaning — a  most  curious  (collocation  of  contradictory 
properties). 

252-253.  If  it  urged  that,  "  (at  all  times)  the  Word  has  a  meaning, 
wliich  is  not  comprehended  by  some  people  (who  hear  it  for  the  first 
time)," — then  the  same  may  he  said  with  regard  to  the  subsequent  use  of 
tlie  same  Word, — and  as  such,  why  should  the  signification  be  said  to  be 
tlirough  similarity  (of  previously-heard  words)  ? 

•whenever  one  comes  across  the  word  "  cow, "  he  at  once  recognises  its  similarity 
with  the  previously  -known  "  cow "  ;  and  the  remembrance  of  the  meaning  of  this 
latter  brings  about  the  comprehension  of  the  present  word  "cow."  The  sense  of 
the  reply  is  that  the  word  as  soon  as  it-  is  heard  is  destroyed  j  and  so  it  could 
not  persist  till  the  occasion  of  the  subsequent  hearing  of  fche  same  word  ;  and  aa 
fillet,  ifc  being  non-existing,  how  could  we  be  cognisant  of  any  similarity  with  it  ?  The 
second  half  means  that  the  very  data  on  which  the  objection  is  based  is  faulty ;  in- 
asmuch as  any  word,  when  heard  for  the  first  time,  is  not  known  as  having  a  meaning  ; 
feixe  fact  being  that  when  we  hear  the  word  for  the  first  time  we  do  not  know  its  mean- 
ing at  all,  until  it  is  explained  to  us.  And  when  we  have  had  such  explanations,  at  least 
twice  or  thrice  from  old  people,  then  it  is  that  we  come  to  connect  that  Word  with  its 
particular  signification. 

$61.*&2  «  N0t  knowing,  &G.'*.,,  This  is  based  upon  the  objector's  theory  that  there  are 
many  such  words  as  "  cow  " — the  word  pronounced  at  one  time  being  different  from  the 
fiame  word  as  pronounced  at  some  other  time.  And  a  man  who  hears  the  Word  for  the 
first  time  does  not  know  the  word  as  pronounced  previously  by  other  persona.  "  Con- 
tradictory properties1* — The  same  word  being  both  meaningless  and  having  a  meaning 
at  one  and  the  same  time. 

SfiOBS  The  meaning  of  the  objection  is  that  even  for  one  who  hears  the  word  for 
tlie  first  time  it  is  not  meaningless.  And  hence  there  is  no  contradiction  of  properties. 
Tlie  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  juafc  as  when  one  hears  the  word  for  the  first  time  he 
does  not  know  the  meaning,  though  others  know  ifc  ;  so  too  one  could  explain  the  signi- 
fication of  the  word  when  heard  subsequently,  as  being  natural  to  the  word  (as  you  hold 
in  the  case  of  the  word  when  first  heard,  where  you  assert  that  the  meaning  is  natural  to 
tlie  Word,  and  fails  to  be  known  by  the  hearer  only  on  account  of  a  certain  deficiency  in 
tlie  hearer  himself) ;  so  in  the  case  of  subsequently-heard  words  too,  we  could  hold  the 
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253-254.  If  it  be  held  that,  "  the  Word  would  be  meaningless  for 
those  who  hare  nob  heard  any  previous  (utterances  of  the  same)  Word," — 
then,  since  this  fact  (of  being  heard  for  the  first  time  by  people  who  have 
never  heard  it  uttered  before)  is  common  also  to  all  previous  words>  all 
words  would  come  to  be  meaningless* 

254-255.  And  farther,  that  Word  which  is  cognised  by  people  who 
have  heard  it  previously,  as  being  similar  to  (and  as  such  subordinate  to) 
the  previously-heard  Word  with  a  meaning, — would  be  the  principal  (or 
primary)  factor  for  those  who  have  not  heard  it  before*  And  this  (double 
contradictory  character)  is  not  possible  for  one  and  the  same  Word. 


255-256.  By  the  clause  "  it  has  been  explained,*'  the  Bhashya  refers  to 
all  the  arguments  that  have  been  brought  forward  (under  *'  Saml)andh8ksh8- 
paparih&ra  ")  against  the  creation  of  the  relation  (of  Words  and  their 
Meanings).  And  if  the  Word  itself  be  held  to  be  non-eternal  (and  created 
by  speakers),  then  the  explanation  (of  the  relation  of  Words  and  Meanings) 
becomes  all  the  more  difficult. 

256-258.  Because  how  can  any  relation  be  created  (i.e.,  laid  down) 
without  the  utterance  of  the  Word  ?  And  that  (word)  which  has  been 
pronounced  and  immediately  destroyed  (as  held  by  you)  can  have  nothing 

meaning  to  be  natural  to  the  word ;  and  we  can  assort  the  non-comprehension  of  some 
people  to  be  due  to  Borne  deficiency  in  themselves  ;  and  thus  all  the  words  wonld  come 
to  have  meanings  natural  to  them  ;  and  there  wonld  be  no  reason  for  holding  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  signification  of  a  subsequent  word  to  he  due  to  the  remembrance  of  its  simi- 
larity with  a  previously-known  word. 

SfcSJM  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  whenever  a  word  is  uttered  there  are  al- 
ways some  men  who  hear  it  for  the  first  time.  And  hence,  if  the  Word  were  to  be 
meaningless  for  those  who  hear  it  for  the  first  time,  then  all  words  would  be  meaning- 
less. 

364.865  Both  parties  agree  in  thinking  the  Word  uttered  to  be  one  and  the  same 
for  all  hearers  j  and  as  such  one  and  the  same  word  cannot  possibly  be  both  primary 
and  secondary  at  one  and  the  same  time. 

256.S66  in  the  Bhashya  the  objector  is  made  to  say  that  the  relation  of  the  word  and 
its  meaning  may  be  held  to  be  a  caused  one,  laid  down  in  the  beginning  of  the  world.  And 
to  this  the  Bhashya  replies  that  this  theory  has  been  already  refuted  under  "  Samban  - 
dMksheparihara."  Even  when  the  word  is  held  to  be  non-eternal  the  creation  of  its 
relation  with  meaning  has  been  shown  to  be  impossible.  And  when  the  word  is  held 
to  be  eternal,  .then  the  creation  of  its  relation  with  meanings  becomes  all  the  more  im- 
possible. 

8W.fi£,8  if  the  Word  be  held  to  be  destroyed  as  soon  as  it  is  uttered,  then  when  lay 
ing  down  the  relation  of  a  Word,  as  soon  as  the  Creator  would  pronounce  the  word  it 
would  be  destroyed,  and  as  the  same  word  when  uttered  subsequently  yon  hold  to  be 
different  from  the  previously-uttered  word,  and  the  relation  has  been  laid  down  by 
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to  do  witt  the  relation.  Therefore  the  Word,  uttered  for  the  first  time, 
liaving  been  immediately  destroyed,  without  having  its  relation  (with  its 
meaning)  expressed, — it  would  be  meaningless  j  and  then,  how  could  Jfce 
same  Word,  when  uttered  subsequently,  be  cognised  to  have  a  meaning.? 

258-25$._  The  actions  of  uttering  the  Word,  the  creation  of  its  rela- 
tion (with  its  meaning),  and  its  usage  (in  accordance  with  this)  being  such 
a^  to  occur  one  after  the  other, — who  could  do  all  these  (three  actions)  all 
at  once  (as  held  by  the  other  party)  P 

.259-260.  3For  those  people,  who  exist  at  a  time  and  in  a  place  othei 
tlian  that  (time  of  creation  wherein  the  relation  of  words  and  meanings  is 
Ibteld  to  be  laid  down  by  the  Creator),— prior  to  his  hearing  of  the  subse- 
quent utterance  of  tlie  Word,  there  cannot  be  any  such  one  Word  as  has  its 
relation  created. 

260-261.  The  theory,  that  the  relation  is  asserted  (and  not  created) 
for  such  people,  is  also  to  be  rejected  in  the  same  manner.  Because  the 
assertion  cannot  possibly  belong  to  a  Word  (uttered  at  the  beginning  of 
creation  and)  which  has  since  been  destroyed,  or  is  non-existing,  or 
exists  only  at  the  present  time  (£$.,  the  one  that  is  heard  by  the  present 
Hearer). 

261-262.  Which  word  would  the  speaker  declare  to  the  hearer,  as 
Having  a  certain  meaning, — when  he  (the  speaker)  cannot  utter  the  Word 
"which  he  Mmself  had  heard  at  some  previous  time  (to  have  that  mean- 
ing)  ?- 

Creator  with  regard  to  this  latter,  the  laying  down  of  the  relation  would  be  useless,  as 
Its  substratum  in  the  shape  of  the  previously-uttered  Word  will  have  been  destroyed, 
and  there  would  be  nothing  for  whose  sake  you  would  require  the  relation. 

**8.*69  The  uttering  of  the  Word  is  not  possible  without  a  knowledge  of  the  rela- 
tion j  nor  is  the  laying  down  of  the  relation  possible  without  the  utterance  of  the  Word— 
a  case  of  mutual  inter-dependence. 

SW-S80  Even  though  it  were  possible  for  the  relation  of  a  Word  to  be  laid  down  at 
•fclie  begininng  of  creation,  yet  those  people  who  like  us,  happen  to  live  at  a  time  dif- 
ferent from  that,  hear  only  subsequent  utterances  of  the  word  5  and  as  this  subsequent 
Word  has  not  its  relation  laid  down, — that  which  has  its  relation  laid  down  being  the 
first  utterance  of  the  word  which  has  been  destroyed, — for  such  people  no  word  would 
l»a.ve  any  meaning  at  all. 

260.861  The  assertion  made  at  the  beginning  of  creation  could  not  apply  to  thd 
"Word  that  is  heard  at  the  present  time. 

S61.S63  The  speaker  heard  the  Word  long  ago,  as  having  a  certain  meaning 
and  this  word  is,  according  to  you,  destroyed  as  soon  as  uttered  ;  and  hence  he  cannot 
speak  of  this  word,  at  any  subsequent  time,  to  have  the  meaning  j  therefore  what  could 
tliat  word  Tbe  which  the  speaker  could  speak  of  as  having  the  meaning  j  the  only  word 
**  cow  '*  of  which  he  himself  knew  the  meaning  has  been  destroyed,  and  of  any  other 
-word  "  cow  **  he  himself  does  not  know  the  meaning. 
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262-263.  Specially  as  lie  does  not  titter  the  Word  having  the  meaning 
(i.e,,  the  one  with  reference  to  which  the  relation  of  a  definite  meaning 
was  laid  down  by  the  Creator,  and  which  was  destroyed  immediately  after 
it  had  been  uttered  by  Him).  And  if  he  were  to  ntber  a  word  similar  to 
the  original  one  having  the  meaning, — then  such  a  word  cannot  be  recog- 
nised by  the  hearer  to  be  similar  to  the  original  word  having  the  meaning; 
inasmuch  as  this  latter  is  not  known  to  him  ;  and  the  new  word  (that  is 
heard  by  him)  itself  has  no  meaning  (because  the  meaning  lias  been  laid 
down  to  belong  to  the  original  word  uttered  by  the  Creator). 

264  And  when  one  who  is  a  speaker  now  becomes  the  hearer  at 
some  future  time,  then  too,  the  same  difficulties  would  appear  (because  the 
Word  which  he  knows  to  have  a  meaning  is  not  the  one  that  he  hears 
nttered  by  others,  according  to  you).  And  thus  for  all  speakers  (and 
hearers)  no  Word  can  have  any  meaning, 

264-265.  It  may  be  possible  that  the  relation  of  a  certain  Word  is 
created  at  the  beginning  of  Creation.  But  since  we  have  never  been  cogni- 
sant of  this  Word  (as  created  with  a  meaning),  how  could  we  have  any 
notion  of  similarity  with  this  (original  Word)  (of  any  subsequent  Word  that 
we  may  hear  spoken)  ? 

265-266.  06; : — "  Bat  the  original  word  (as  uttered  by  the  Creator)  has 
been  fully  comprehended  and  ascertained  by  persons  (Kapila,  &c. )  present  at 
that  time  ;  and  from  the  uses  made  (of  the  word)  by  these  persons,  we  infer 
the  whole  series  of  similar  words  (beginning  from  the  original  word  and 
ending  with  word  heard  by  us  at  the  present  time ;  and  this  notion  of 
similarity  with  the  original  word,  would  bring  back  to  our  mind's  eye, 
the  original  meaning  as  fixed  by  the  Creator)." 

266-267.  Reply :  If  this  theory  be  admitted,  then  all  the  object-ions  and 
arguments,  urged  (under  "  Sambandh&kshepaparih&ra")  against  the  theory  of 
the  creation  of  the  relation  of  Words  and  Meanings  (by  a  Creator),  crop  up 
(since  they  apply  equally  to  the  theory  jusfc  propounded)  ;  viz:  that  if  such 
be  the  case,  then  we  should  have  to  remember  the  similarity  of  the  present 
Word  to  the  original  word ;  because  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning 
of  the  present  Word  depends  upon  such  remembrance  (of  the  similarity  of 
the  original  Word,)  (and  such  remembrance  is  not  possible,  inasmuch  as  we 
never  hear  the  original  Word),  and  so  forth. 

268-269.  In  the  case  of  an  object,  which  has  subsequently  come  to 
differ  from  its  original  form,  its  similarity  (with  this  original  form) 
being  traced  out  to  a  great  distance  (through  all  the  endless  series  of  such 

2§8-W9    And  hence  even  granting  your   theory,  the  time  and  space  intervening 
between  the  creation  and  the  present  moment  ia  so  great,  that  even  if  there  were  a 


ETERNALITt  OF  WORDS.  457 

;s  intervening  between  the  original  form  and  the  object  before  ns) , 
goes  slight  differences  (with  every  intervening  object),  and  finally 
pears  almost  entirely.  And  snch  wonld  particularly  be  the  case  with 
i,  in  the  case  of  which  great  differences  are  brought  abont  by  the 
fest  change  of  tone,  consonant  or  vowel : — e.g*>  in  the  case  of  such 
j  as  "paZfl"  (house),  "mala"  (garland),  «  Wa"  (time),  and  "  fild,' 
B)  and  the  like. 

£9-270.  If  we  were  to  arrive  at  conclusions  through  mere  similarity, 
there  would  always  be  a  cliance  of  mistaken  notions :  e.gr.,  having 
ived  the  relation  (of  concomitance)  between  smoke  andjftre,  we  wonld 
the  (existence  of)  fire  from  (the  existence  of)  vapour  (becanse  the 
•is  similar  to  smoke  in  appearance;  and  such  inference  could  only 
s  taken). 

570-271.     If  some  one  were  to  say  "let  it  be  so  "    (i.e.,  "  the  corapre- 

on  of  meanings  of  words  may  be  mistaken — that  does  not  touch  our 

:on,  the  whole  nsage  of  the  Word  may  be  mistaken,  but  that  does  not 

i  the  non-eternality  of  the  Word  "), — (we  reply)  bat  it  is  not  so  (t.e., 

comprehension  of  certain  meanings  of    Words  is   not  a   mistake)  ; 

ise  we  do  not  find  anything  that  rejects  the  comprehension  as  mistaken  * 

if  it  be    urged  that, — "this   (absence  of   a  negative  fact)     estab- 

5  the  correctness  (of  the  comprehension  of  Words  through  the  simi- 

r  of  these  with  the  original  Word) ", — then  (we  reply  that)  (if  the 

absence  of  a  negativing  fact  were  the  sole  criterion  for  the  correctness 

idea)  then  the  non-difference  (identity)  of  Words  would  be  established 

e  this  idea  of  sameness  of  the  word  *'  cow  "  as  used  now,  and  that 

at  some  other  time,  is  also  due  to  the  similarity  between  them  ;    and 

a»ve  no  more  reliable  facts  that  would  deny  this  sameness). 

271-272.     And  fnrther,  is  the  similarity  (between  Words)  something 

rent  from  the  individuals  themselves,  or  is  it  non-different  from  them  ? 

urity  of  tfre  original  word  wifch  words  used  in  the  begining  of  the  world,  this 
1  have  long  disappeared  in  the  endleas  number  of  words  intervening  between 
riginal  and  the  present  words.  The  lasfe  half  of  the  Karika  givea  instances  of  dif- 
ces  produced  in  words  by  the  slightest  change  of  a  vowel  or  a  consonant. 
«9.»70  There  is  a  similarity  between  "  y $13, "  and  "  mal$t"  and  on  the  ground  of 
jimilarity  the  one  wonld  be  taken  to  mean  the  other. 

t70-S71  We  do  not  find,  $"c. — we  do  not  admit  any  fact  to  be  a  mistake  unless  we 
.hat  there  are  certain  other  more  reliable  facts  that  deny  the  former.  And  as  we 
no  snch  rejection  of  the  significance  of  words,  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  mistaken, 
fact  is  that,  as  in  the  absence  of  a  negativing  fact,  any  fact  cannot  be  said  to  be 
g,  it  must  necessarily  be  accepted  to  be  right. 

The  sameness  of  this  word  "  Cow  "  used  now  and  that  used  at  some  other  time,  ia 
>alatable  to  the  other  party. 
58 
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and  is  this  similarity  one  or  many  ?    And,  lastly,  is'it  eternal  or  non- 
eternal  ? 

272-273.  If  if  be  different,  one  and  eternal,  then  it  is  only  another 
way  of  postulating  a  class  ("  gatva  n  f.i.,  which  would  be  the  common 
ground  of  similarity  among  the  individuals)  (and  the  possibility  of  such 
classes  we  have  already  rejected  above).  And  if  it  be  held  to  be  non-dif- 
ferent, non-eternal  and  many,  then  this  comes  to  the  same  theory  as  above 
(namely  the  theory  of  the  non-eternality  of  Words,  which  too  we  hare 
already  rejected). 

273-274.  And  if  the  similarity  be  held  to  be  something  non-different 
from  the  individuals  (Words),  one  and  eternal,  —  then  this  would  mean  the 
ebernality  of  the  individual  (Word)  itself  ;  and  this  is  just  what  we  seek 
to  establish. 

274-275.  Similarity  consists  in  the  existence  of  common  constituent 
parts  ;  and  no  such  similarity  is  possible  for  you.  Because  such  (similarity 
of  Words)  would  be  possible  only  if  the  letters  (constituting  the  words) 
were  identical  ;  and  such  identity  you  do  not  admit  of. 

275-276.  The  postulating  of  such  classes  as  "  go?abdatva,"  "  gatva,  " 
&c.,  has  been  rejected  before  (under  "  Sphota  ")  ;  (and  hence  you  cannot 
base  the  notion  of  similarity  between  two  utterances  of  the  same  word 
upon  any  such  classes).  Consequently  (it  must  be  admitted  thatj  it  is  the 
individual  Letters  themselves,  that  are  eternal  and  significant  of  the 
meaning. 

276-277.  For  us  the  word  "  go  "  ("  cow  ")  is  eternal  ;  and  people  have 
an  idea  of  the  cow  from  such  vulgar  deformations  of  it  as  "  g&m"  <&c., 
only  when  it  follows  the  original  (correct)  word  ("#o");  and  such  com- 
prehension is  due  to  the  incapability  (of  the  speaker  to  utter,  and  of  the 
hearer  to  comprehend,  the  original  correct  form  of  the  Word). 


Similarity  "consists  of  the  existence-of  the  same  constituent  parts  3  Letters 
are  the  constituent  parts  of  Words  ;  therefore  the  similarity  of  Words  means  that  the 
Letters  containsd  in  one  Word  are  identical  with  those  contained  in  the  other  —  i.e.t  the 
letter  gha  occurring  in  the  word  "  ghata  "  as  pronounced  at  one  time,  must  be  identical 
with  the  letter  gha  occurring  in  the  word  «*  ghata  "  as  pronounced  at  a  different  time, 
It  is  only  when  there  is  an  identity  of  constituent  Letters  that  any  words  can  be  held  to 
be  similar.  But  since  you  deny  such  identity,  you  cannot  have  similarity. 

876.817  ln  the  Bhashya  an  objection  is  raised  that—"  just  as  even  from  the  word 
*  gavl*  we  get  at  the  idea  of  the  cow,  simply  because  it  is  similar  to  the  word'^o/ 
BO  even  if  there  be  a  slight  difference  between  the  word  originally  pronounced  by  the 
Creator  and  the  Word  as  pronounced  before  us,  the  signification  would  be  all  right."  The 
reply  given  is  that  the  eternal  denoter  of  the  cow  is  the  word  *'  go"  5  and  even  where  a 
man  utters  the  word  "  gavi,"  his  desire  is  to  utter  the  word  **  got  "  but  being  incapable 
of  pronouncing  the  correct  form,  he,  utters  the  vulgar  form  "  gam.  "  And  this  'vulgar 
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7-278.  Because  if  the  denotation  (of  the  cow  l$y  the  word  "  gam  ") 
ue  to  its  similarity  (with  the  word  *'  g5  "),  then  we  would  certainly 
ie  idea  (of  the  cow)  from  the  word  "  gaura  "  (which  is  more  like  "  go  " 
g&vi  ")•  Therefore  we  do  not  reject  this  (i.e.,  the  comprehension  of 
*?  from  the  word  "  gavt  "), — because,  as1  a  matter  of  fact,  this  com- 
sion  is  due  really  to  the  correct  word  "  gS  "  itself  (as  explained  in 
5277). 

T8-279.  Qbj :  "  (Even  though  the  Letters  be  eternal)  since  the  arrange- 
>f  the  letters  (in  a  word)  is  non-eternal,  that  which  signifies  the 
ig  cannot  be  eternal.  Because  it  is  the  Word  that  is  held  to  signify 
aning,  and  the  cognition  of  this  ("Word)  depends  upon  the  arrange- 
of  Letters  composing  it), 

9-280.  "  Since  the  Letters  are  all-pervading,  the  order  (or  arrange  « 
cannot  be  inherent  in  them.  And  since  the  order  (of  the  Letters  in 
)  depends  upon*  utterance,  which  is  non-eternal,  therefore  ib  cannot 
•nal. 

10-281.  "And  because  the  utterance,  or  the  order,  follows  the  will 
speaker,  therefore  it  depends  upon  the  person,  (and  as  such  cannot 
•nal).  Therefore  the  (establishing  of  the)  eternality  of  Letters  is  as 
(for  proving  your  theory  of  the  eteraality  of  Words),  as  the  eter- 
of  atoms. 

H  -282.  "  Just  as,  even  though  the  atoms  are  eternal ,  yet  the  j  ar,  made 
bhese  (atoms),  is  not  eternal, — so,  in  the  same  manner,  even  though 
tters  are  eternal,  yet  the  Word  (made  up  of  these  Letters)  may  be 
ernal. 

J2-233.     "  Nor  are  Letters,  without  a  certain  arrangement  (or  order), 
to  signify  (any  meaning).     And  it  is  the  particular  arrangement  of 
s   that  we  call  a  '  Word  ' ;    and  hence  the  aforesaid  (non-eternality 
rds). 

53-284.     "  Those  (VaiyaJcaranas),  who  hold  the  Word  to  be  something 
ly   *  sphota ')  other  than  the  Letters,  which  is  independent  of  the 
jf  these, — for  these  people  #lone  can  the  theory  of  the  eternality 
>rds  be  of  any  use." 
54-285.     Reply  :   But  we  do  not  admit  of  the  Word  being  only  a 

ves  us  an  idea  of  the  cow,  only  when  we  know  that  the  man  means  the  word 

n.d  not  because  the  word  "  gaul  "  is  similar  to  the  word  "  go'* 

•28*     It  may  be  possible  for  these  people  to  prove  the   eternalifcy  of  the  sphota 

they   hold  to  be  Independent  of  the  non  -eternal  order  of  Letters.    But  as  the 

aaka  holds  the  Word  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  particular  arrangement  of   the 

,  he  cannot  establish  its  eternality. 

-886    The  Word  does  not  consist  solely  of   the  arrangement,  but  of  both  the 

ement  and  the  Letters. 


460 

particular  arrangement  (of  Letters).  Because  the  arrangement  is  nofc 
found  to  signify  the  meaning,  if  it  has  any  other  substrate  (than  the 
Letters). 

286.  Therefore  It  is  only  when  both  (the  arrangement  and  the 
letters)  exist,  that  we  have  that  which  signifies  the  meaning  (or  object)  ; 
(and  the  question  is)  whether  this  (that  signifies  the  meaning)  consists  of 
the  LETTERS  as  endowed  with  a  certain  arrangement,  or  of  the  ARRANGEMENT 
as  located  in  (belonging  to)  the  Letters. 

237-288.  And  does  it  require  any  arguments  to  prove  that  the 
Arrangement  is  subordinate  to  those  to  which  ifc  belongs  (i.e.,  the  Letters)  ? 
Because  the  Arrangement  is  only  a  property  of  the  Letters,  and  is  not 
held  to  be  a  distinct  entity  by  itself.  Therefore  (it  must  be  admitted 
that  )  that  which  signifies  the  meaning  is  the  Letters  as  perceived  (in  a 
certain  order  of  sequence). 

288-290.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Arrangement  too  is  not  caused 
(and  hence  non-eternal)  ;  as  it  is  always  admitted  by  ns  as  an  already 
accomplished  fact.  Because,  the  speaker  does  not  use  the  Letters  (as 
constituting  a  Word)  in  the  order  of  his  own  choice  ;  he  always  utters  a 
Word  in  the  same  way  (following  the  same  sequence  of  Letters)  as  it  is 
uttered  by  others.  And  other  (subsequent)  speakers  too  pronounce  it  in 
the  same  order.  So  we  have  the  eternality  of  the  (Arrangement  of  Letters) 
also,  just  as  we  have  that  of  the  relation  (of  Words  with  their  meanings). 
290-291.  Thus  then,  though  the  Arrangement  is  unchangeably  eter- 
nal (<Le.  eternally  complete  within  itself),  yet  it  is  eternal  in  its  usage. 
And  we  have  only  to  reject,  by  all  means  in  our  power,  the  fact  of  men  being 

,  »n.W3  When  it  is  possible  for  the  primary  entities,  Letters,  themselves  to  be  the 
signifier,  it  is  not  right  to  attribute  the  power  to  a  subordinate  element,  the  Arrange- 
ment.  And  thus  it  is  the  Letters  themselves,  as  occurring  in  a  certain  order,  that  form 
that  which  signifies  the  meaning  :  viz  :  the  Word  5  and  since  the  Letters  are  eternal  the 
Word  must  also  be  so.  * 


Even  the  Arrangement  of  Letters  we  are  never  conscious  of  creating. 
We  always  accept  the  particular  order  of  the  lexers  gha  and  ta  as  an  accomplished  fact 
and  never  know  of  any  time  at  which  this  order  of  the  Letters  may  have  been  created 
for  the  first  time. 

The  arguments,  advanced  above  to  prove  the  eternality  of  the  relation  between 
Words  and  their  meanings,  serve  also  to  prove  the  eternality  of  the  arrangement  of 
of  Letters  composing  a  Word.  Just  as  we  do  not  know  of  any  originator  of  the  said 

relat^U:o?  W6  d°  *0t  ka°W  °f  a"y  ori*inator  of  «"  particular  arrangement  of  Letters 
,  890.491  The  Becond  half  of  t]he  jr^Jta  means  th«t  whether  the  Arrangement  be 
nuohangeably  eternal  or  eternal  only  in  its  usage,  yet  it  serves  to  prove  that  it  does  not 
depend  upon  the  choice  of  the  speaker  fand  this  is  all  that  we  seek  to  prove  with  a  view 
to  prove  the  eternality  and  the  uncauaedness  of  the  Veda, 
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ent  (with  regard  to  the  significations  of  Words,  and  hence  of  the 

292.  Obj :  "  (If  an  entity  can  be  eternal,  even  if  it  be  not  un* 
>le)  then  yon  could  have  the  eternality  of  Letters,  even  without 
^ability  (and  as  such,  why  should  you  hold  the  letters  to  he  nn- 
>le  ?)  "  Reply  i  It  is  only  when  the  Letters  are  (unchangeably 
that  there  can  be  an  appearance  of  an  (eternal)  order  (of  these 
based  upon  usage.  Just  as  it  is  only  when  the  atoms  are  eternal 
possible  for  the  jars  &c,  to  be  made  out  of  them. 

Because  in  the  absence  of  these  (eternal  Letters)  we  could  not  get 
urangement,  which,  without  the  Letters,  could  have  no  substra- 
.nd  it  has  already  been  proved  that  there  are  no  parts  to  Letters, 
;oms  are  (of  the  ordinary  material  objects). 

,     That  "  I  ani  uttering  only  such  Letters  as  have  been  already, 
by  others  f>  is  the  idea  in  the  mind  of  every  speaker ;   and  this 
us  to  the  Eternality  (of  Letters  and  their  Arrangements).     And 
no  other  characteristic  (in  the  Letters). 
.     And  we  have  already  rejected  the  theory  of  any  such   class 


**  It  has  'been  proved,**  &c — This  is  added  in  anticipation  of  the  objection  that 
angement  may  have  for  its  substrate  the  constituent  parts  of  the  Letters,  just 
batrate  of  the  jar  lies  in  the  constituent  atoms."  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is 
ors  are  complete  in  themselves  without  any  parts. 

This  anticipates  the  objection  that, <c  even  without  accepting  the  Letters  to  be 
ve  could  explain  their  arrangement,  or  sequence,  to  be  due  to  the  sequence  of 
unctions  and  disjunctions  of  the  palate  &c. ;  that  is  to  say,  the  sequence  of 
would  be  regulated  by  the  order  of  their  utterance  by  us.**  The  sense  of 
y  is  that  whenever  we  pronounce  a  word,  we  invariably  have  the  idea  that  in 
cing  it  we  are  uttering  the  same  Letters  and  in  the  same  order  as  those 
ced  by  others.  And  since  all  men  have  the  same  idea,  from  times  immemo* 
h  an,  idea  leads  to  the  notion  of  the  eternality  of  Letters  and  their  arrange* 

I  there  is  no  other  characterfotic,  <fc.  This  anticipates  the  following  objection; — 
such  is  the  idea  in  the  mind  of  all  speakers,  it  means  that  all  Arrangements  and 
,re  recognised  to  be  the  same  as  those  uttered  by  others.  And  since  the  ground 
iternality  of  Letters  too  is  the  same  fact  of  their  being  so  recognised,  then,  why 
you.  not  hold  the  Arrangement  to  be  as  unchangeably  eternal  as  the  Letters 
vea  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  when  the  Letters  are  known  to  be  eternal, 
itters  serve  as  marks  whereby  we  recognise  the  Words  to  be  the  same  as  used 
ers.  But  in  the  Letters  there  are  no  such  .marks  i  hence  the  difference  between 
rnality  of  Letters  and  Words. 

»  There  can  be  no  homogeneity  or  similarity  between  the  word  "  Cow >f  as 
by  us  now,  and  as  heard  by  ua  in  the  past.  And  therefore  their  recognition  as 
he  same  can  be  explained  only  if  they  be  held  to  be  one  and  the  same. 
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particular  arrangement  (of  Letters).  Because  the  arrangement  is  not 
found  to  signify  the  meaning,  if  it  has  any  other  substrate  (than  the 
Letters), 

28.6.  Therefore  it  is  only  when  hofch  (the  arrangement  and  the 
letters)  exist,  that  we  have  that  which  signifies  the  meaning  (or  object) ; 
(and  the  question  is)  whether  this  (that  signifies  the  meaning)  consists  of 
the  LETTERS  a*  endoioed  with  a  certain  arrangement,  or  of  the  ABRANGBMEtfT 
as  located  in  (belonging  to)  the  Letters. 

237-288.  And  does  it  require  any  arguments  to  prove  that  the 
Arrangement  is  subordinate  to  those  to  which  it  belongs  (i.e.,  the  Letters)  ? 
Because  the  Arrangement  is  only  a  property  of  the  Letters,  and  is  not 
held  to  be  a  distinct  entity  by  itself.  Therefore  (it  must  be  admitted 
that }  that  which  signifies  the  meaning  is  the  Letters  as  perceived  (in  a 
certain  order  of  sequence). 

288-290.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Arrangement  too  is  not  caused 
(and  hence  non-eternal)  ;  as  it  is  always  admitted  by  us  as  an  already 
accomplished  fact.  Because,  the  speaker  does  not  use  the  Letters  (as 
constituting  a  Word)  in  the  order  of  Ms  own  choice ;  he  always  utters  a 
Word  in  the  same  way  (following  the  same  sequence  of  Letters)  as  it  is 
uttered  by  others.  And  other  (subsequent)  speakers  too  pronounce  it  in 
the  same  order.  So  we  have  the  eternality  of  the  (Arrangement  of  Letters) 
also,  just  as  we  have  that  of  the  relation  (of  Words  with  their  meanings). 

290-291.  Thus  then,  though  the  Arrangement  is  unchangeably  eter- 
nal (i*e.  eternally  complete  within  itself),  yet  it  is  eternal  in  its  usage. 
And  we  have  only  to  reject,  by  all  means  in  our  power,  the  fact  of  men  being 

,  S87.883  When  it  is  possible  for  the  primary  entities,  Letters,  themselves  to  be  the 
signifier,  it  is  not  right  to  attribute  the  power  to  a  subordinate  element,  the  Arrange- 
ment. And  thus  it  is  the  Letters  themselves,  as  occurring  in  a  certain  order,  that  form 
that  which  signifies  the  meaning  :  viz :  the  Word  j  and  since  the  Letters  are  eternal,  the 
Word  must  also  be  so. 

»88.Sdo  Even  the  Arrangement  of  Letters  we  are  never  conscious  of  creating. 
We  always  aocept  the  particular  order  of  the  letters  ffha  and  to  as  an  accomplished  fact, 
and  never  know  of  any  time  at  which  this  order  of  the  Letters  may  have  been  created 
for  the  first  time. 

The  arguments*  advanced  above  to  prove  the  etemality  of  the  relation  hefcween 
Words  and  their  meanings,  serve  also  to  prove  the  etemality  of  the  arrangement  of 
of  Letters  composing  a  Word.  Jnst  as  we  do  not  know  of  any  originator  of  the  said 
relation,  so  we  do  not  know  of  any  originator  of  the  particular  arrangement  of  Letter*. 
,  SWU91  The  second  half  of  tjhe  Karika  means  th«t  whether  the  Arrangement  be 
unchangeably  eternal  or  eternal  only  in  its  usage,  yet  it  serves  to  prove  that  ifc  does  not 
depend  upon  the  choice  of  the  speaker  ;"and  this  is  all  that  we  seek  to  prove  with  a  view 
to  prove  the  eternality  and  the  uncaused ueflfl  of  the  Veda, 
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ependent  (with  regard  to  the  significations  of  Words,  and  hence  of  the 

da). 

291-292.  Obj :  "  (If  an  entity  can  he  eternal,  even  if  it  be  not  xua- 
mgeable)  then  yon  could  have  the  eternality  of  Letters,  even  without 
shangeability  (and  as  such,  why  should  you  hold  the  letters  to  be  un- 
ingeable  ?)  "  &e&ty  *«  It  is  only  when  the  Letters  are  (unchangeably 
rnal)  that  there  can.  be  an  appearance  of  an  (eternal)  order  (of  these 
tters),  based  upon  usage.  Just  as  it  is  only  when  the  atoms  are  eternal 
it  it  is  possible  for  the  jars  &c.  to  be  made  ont  of  them. 

293.  Because  in  the  absence  of  these  (eternal  Letters)  we  could  not  get 
any  arrangement,  which,  without  the  Letters,  could  have  no  substra- 
ta.    And  ife  has  already  been  proved  that  there  are  no  parts  to  Letters, 
the  atoms  are  (of  the  ordinary  material  objects). 

294.  That  "  I  am  uttering  only  such  Letters  as  have  been  already, 
tered  by  others  "  is  the  idea  in  the  mind  of  every  speaker ;   and  this 
tries  us  to  the  Eternality  (of  Letters  and  their  Arrangements).    And 
Lere  is  no  other  characteristic  (in  the  Letters) » 

295.  And  we  have  already  rejected  the  theory  of  any  such   class 


S93  "  It  has  "been  proved,"  &c — This  is  added  in  Anticipation  of  the  objection  that 
the  arrangement  tnay  have  for  its  substrate  the  constituent  parts  of  the  Letters,  jjnst 
t  the  substrate  of  the  jar  lies  in  the  constituent  atoms."  The  sense  of  the  E&rika  is 
tat  Letters  are  complete  in  themselves  without  any  parts. 

*»*  This  anticipates  the  objection  that,  «*  even  without  accepting  the  Letters  to  he 
teraal,  we  could  explain  their  arrangement,  or  sequence,  to  be  due  to  the  sequence  of 
16  conjunctions  and  disjunctions  of  the  palate  &c. ;  that  is  to  say,  the  sequence  of 
•etters  would  be  regulated  by  the  order  of  their  utterance  by  us.11  The  sense  of 
he  reply  is  that  whenever  we  pronounce  a  word,  we  invariably  have  the  idea  that  in 
renouncing  it  we  are  uttering  the  same  Letters  and  in  the  same  order  as  those 
pronounced  by  others.  And  since  all  men  have  the  same  idea,  from  times  immemo- 
ial,  such  an  idea  leads  to  the  notion  of  the  eternality  of  Letters  and  their  arrange- 
neuta. 

And  there  is  no  other  characteriBtic,  frc.  This  anticipates  the  following  objection;— 
1  When  such  is  the  idea  in  the  mind  of  all  speakers,  It  means  that  all  Arrangements  and 
Words  are  recognised  to  be  the  same  as  those  uttered  by  others.  And  since  the  ground 
of  the  Eternality  of  Letters  too  is  the  same  fact  of  their  being  so  recognised,  then,  why 
should  you  not  hold  the  Arrangement  to  be  as  unchangeably  eternal  as  the  Letters 
themselves  ?  "  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  when  the  Letters  are  known  to  be  eternal, 
these  letters  serve  as  marks  whereby  we  recognise  the  Words  to  be  the  same  as  nsed 
by  others.  But  in  the  Letters  there  are  no  such  .marks ;  bence  the  difference  between 
the  eternality  of  Letters  and  Words. 

Wa  There  can  be  no  homogeneity  or  similarity  between  the  word  "  Cow  **  as 
uttered  by  us  now,  and  as  heard  by  us  in  the  past.  And  therefore  their  recognition  as 
being  the  same  can  be  explained  only  if  they  be  held  to  be  one  and  the  same. 


(as  "  gatva  ")  or  a  similarity  (wliicli  would  include  all  *  ga's  ').  And  Wef  & 
you  to  put  forward  a  homogeneity  based  upon  (their  belonging  to)  the 
class  "  Word,  "  then  that  would  be  equally  applicable  to  all  other  words 
as  well. 

296-297.  And  just  as  the  jar  <fcc.  are  found  to  be  rendered  of  use  through 
a  single  cause  (in  the  shape  of  the  class  "  Clay  ")  so  too,  we  could  explain 
the  utterance  of  Letters  in  a  certain  order  (when  pronouncing  a  Word)  (as 
being  due  to  a  single  cause  in  the  shape  of  a  class,  like  the  "  palate  "  &c.). 
We  find  in  all  persons  the  class  "  palate  "  <fcc.  (which  include  the  palates 
&c.  of  all  speakers)  ;  and  it  is  through  these,  that  the  Speaker  gives  out 
different  sounds  (pronouncing  Letters  either  long  or  short  <fcc.). 

298.  And  the  causes  of  the  utterance  (or  manifestation)  of  the  Word 
are  either   the    mutually  exclusive  classes    of    these  "  sounds " — wMch 
operate  upon  each  particular  Letter — or  the  individual  sounds  themselves 
as  belonging  to  (manifested  by)  the  aforesaid  classes  ("  Palate"  <fcc.). 

299.  And  the  order  of  the  utterance  of  these  Sounds  is  regulated  by 
the  order  of  the  Conjunction  and  Disjunction  of  the  palate  <fec.  (with  the 
*  ^ngue)   as  operating  towards   the  utterance  of  particular  Letters.    And 
Eternalifcy  belongs  to  both    (the  "  Palate  "&c.   and  the  "  Sounds  ")>  on 
account  of  the  classes  ("  Palate  "  and  "  Sound  "<fcc.). 

300.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  certain  movements  (for    instance),   we 
have  an  order  of  sequence,   which  is  regulated  by  the  class  "  action  **  as 
inhering  in   the   particular  actions  of  the  Movement,  —so,  in  the   same 
manner,   we  could  also  explain  (the  order  of  sequence)  as  belonging  to 
the  sounds  as  produced  by  the  Conjunctions  &c.  of  the  palate  <fec.   (this 
order  being  regulated  by  the  class  "  Palatal fl  &a  as  in>ering  in  each 
particular  sound). 

301.  Or  (even  if  there  be  no  such  class  as  "  sounds  "),  the  individual 
sounds  themselves,  being  extremely  subtile  in  their  nature,  might  manifest 
the  properties  of  a  Class.     And  it  is  through  this  (the  order  ol  sequence 
of  Sounds  as  due  to  that  of  the  Conjunction  &c.  of  the  Palate  &c.)  that  we 
come  to  recognise  an  order  of  sequence  in  the  case  of  Letters,  even  though 
these  latter  are,  by  nature,  all-pervading  (and  as  such  would  exist  every* 
where  and  could  not  have  an  order  of  sequence). 

302.  Thus  it  is  that  the  Letters,  following  up  (taking  up)  all  the 


893  Each  Letter  of  a*  Word  is  manifested  by  a  distinct  sound  (uttered  through  the 
palate  &KS.), — whether  this  sound  be  taken  as  a  class,  including  all  each  sounds,  or  only 
as  an  individual  affecting  that  particular  utterance. 

&99  That  Letter  which  is  first  operated  upon  by  the  action  of  the  palate  &c.,  is 
littered  first,  and  so  on,  the  sequence  of  Letters  is  to  tr  explained. 
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eternal  properties  of  the  sounds  tittered  (and  tlras  forming  a  word),  come 
to  signify  the  object  (said  to  be  denoted  by  the  Word). 

303-305.  The  order  of  Words,  and  the  shortness,  length  and  acuteness 
&c.  (of  the  vowel  sonnds)  only  mark  the  different  divisions  of  time  j  and 
thereby  they  come  to  qnalify  (or  specify)  the  sonnds.  And  Time  is  one  only 
and  eternal ;  and  yet  it  appears  as  if  divided,  pat  as  Letters  (each  of  which 
is  one  and  eternal,-  and  yet  appears  as  if  it  were  made  np  of  different  parts)  ; 
and  as  snch  it  comes  to  be  manifested  in  connection  with  all  entities, 
tlirongh  the  force  of  particular  causes.  And  when  it  comes  to  be  mani- 
fested in  connection  with  the  Letters  (composing  a  Word),  it  becomes  a  part 
and  parcel  of  the  (means  of)  Comprehension  (of  the  meanings  of  Words). 
And  since  its  form  is  perceptible  elsewhere  also  (i.e.,  in  connection  with 
entities  other  than  the  Word),  it  must,  in  itself,  be  regarded  as  eternal. 

306.  Thus  then,  it  must  be  admitted  that  these  (the  order  of  Letters 
and  Length  &c.)  are  not  any  non- eternal  properties  of  the  Word,     Hence 
also  the-  Word  must  be  accepted  as  proved  to  be  eternal,  even  for  those 
who  maintain  the  eternality  of  Letters. 

307.  Even  properties,  in  reality  belonging  to  one  thing,  at  times, 
come  to    belong    to  others,   just  as  the  fleetness  of  the   horse   (is  im- 
parted to  the  rider)  (and  hence  though  Order  &c.  are  properties  of  the 
sounds,  yet  they  come  to  help  the  Letters  in  the  signification  of  their 
meaning).     And  as  for  the  ground  of  (holding)  the  eternality  of  all  these 
(Letters,  Words  <fcc.)»  we  have  "  Apparent  Inconsistency  "  (as  shown  above). 

308-309.  Even  if  the  Word  be  held  to  be  an  impartite  whole  (in  the 
shape  of  the  Sphota), — inasmuch  as  it  could  be  manifested  only  by  certain 
means  (suclt  as  utterances)  occurring  in  a  (Detain  order,  it  would  depend 
upon  persons  (upon  whose  utterance  alone  it  could  be  heard)  ;  and  as  such,  It 
would  liave  no  inherent  absolute  validity  (since  all  facts  having  a  purely 
Human  origin  are  only  of  doubtful  validity).  And  we  do  find  this  to  be  the 
case  in  the  case  of  sentences, — even  for  those  who  hold  the  sentence  also  to 
be  an  impartite  whole  (in  the  shape  of  Sphota. )  Thus  (it  is  concluded  that) 
we  hold  the  eternality  of  Words,  only  because  certain  facts  (the  significa- 
tion of  certain  meanings  by  certaiu  Words)  cannot  be  explained  otherwise. 

310.     That  property,  by  means  of  which,  the  Word  comes  to  be  used 

S&B.80&  The  author  now  proceeds  to  prove  the  unchangeable  eternality  of  the  Word 
in  another  way. 

808,809  ju  the  case  of  scixieucea,  their  validity  is  always  doubtful,  dependent,  as  it 
is,  on  the  character  of  the  person  uttering  it. 

810    The  author,  now  shows  that  the  mtra  may  he  interpreted  as  an  Inferential 
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for  another's  sake,  serves  as  the  basis  of  an  Inferential  reasoning, — 
this  property  is  explained  to  be  its  dependence  upon  the  relation  (that 
Word  bears  to  its  meaning.) 

311.  The  sutra  does  not  seek  to  lay  down  the  (inferential)  ai 
ment  (in  its  proper  form).     Both  the  sutra  and  the  author  of  the  Bh& 
only  explain  (lay  down)  a  fact  (viz.,  that   of  the  Word  being  used  for  i 
ther's  sake)  which  is  capable  (of  leading  to  the  proper  Inferential  ai 
ment)  as  shown  in  the  last  k&rika.) 

312.  The  Inferential    argument  in    its  proper   form  is  here 
down,  thus  :  Word  is  eternal, — like  the  classes  "  smoke,  "     " Cow,"  <fe< 
because  it  signifies  a  common  object  (i.e.,  its  signification  is  compreber 
by  all  men  equally),  while  depending  upon  a  comprehension  of  its  rela 
(with  that  object). 

313.  Even  if  the  Glass  be  held  to  consist  of  either  the  negation  of  oi 
or  of  similarity  (  of  many  individuals  ),— -yet,  inasmuch  as  the  Individ 
themselves  (individually)   cannot  constitute  the  Class,  all  Classes  r 
be  eternal. 

314-315.  Or,  the  fact  of  "  the  Word  being  used  for  another's  sa 
(as  mentioned  in  the  sutra)  may  be  taken  as  pointing  the  self-contra 
tions  (in  the  theory  of  the  non-eternality  of  Words)  :  A  propositio: 
asserted,  simply  with  a  view  to  have  its  meaning  comprehended  (by  othc 
and  it  has  already  been  proved  (under  "  Samlandh&kshepa  "  )  that  a  i 
eternal  assertion  cannot  signify  any  meaning.  Therefore,  inasmuch 
your  own  assertion  (that  "  Word  is  non-eternal  ")  signifies  a  meanm 
cannot  but  be  eternal ;  and  as  such  you  have  (in  your  own  assertion) 
denial  of  the  non-eternality  (of  Words). 

316.    If  the  other  party,  after  admitting  the  capability  of  Wordi 
signify  their  meanings,  seek  to  establish  their  position  (as  to  the  non-€ 
B&lity  of  Words ),  such  non-eternality  would  be  rejected  by  his  own 
vious  postulate  (that  Words  signify  their  meanings,  which  has  been  sh< 
to  be  impossible,  if  Words  be  not  eternal). 

argument  explained,  as  it  is,  in  tlie  Karikl,  The  meaning  of  the  sutra  being,  "  \ 
is  eternal,  "  because  it  stands  in  need  of  its  relation  with  meanings,  whereby  it  cc 
to  be  used  for  another's  sake,  which  could  not  be  possible,  if  the  Word  had  no  reli 
with  its  meaning. 

818  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  in  the  above  Inferential  argument 
instance  cited — that  of  Classes — is  not  right,  because  in  that  case  the  argument  would 
vince  only  those  who  admit  the  Class  to  be  eternal.  The  sense  of  the  Karika  is 
even  those  who  do  not  concur  with  the  Mimangaka  in  his  view  of  the  Class,  ca 
deny  its  eternality.  Because  it  is  the  Individaals  alone  that  are  perishable  anc 
Class  is  something  more  than  the  Individuals  individually. 
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317.  The  non-eternalifcy  {of  Words)  is  rejected  bj  ihe  scriptures  of 
1!  theorists, — inasmuch,  as  all  scriptures  admit  of  tiie  capability  (of 
^ordfl)  to  signify  (tneanings). 

318-319.  And  it  is  also  rejected  by  universally  accepted  facts,  as 
hown  abore  (by  means  of  arguments  based  upon  "  Apparent  Inconsis- 
©ncy*")*  &**&  i*8  rejection  by  **  Inference "  too  may  be  shown  in  the 
foresaid  manner  (as  explained  in  Karika  312.)  And  tlie  rejection  by 
•  Sense-perception  "  will  be  explained  under  the  vZira — u  on  account  of  the 
tbsence  of  number  "  (I-i-20.) 

319-321.  And  it  should  be  mentioned  (by  the  non-eternalist)  what 
sort  of)  Word  it  holds  to  be  perishable :  Is  it  the  Word  (of  the  S^nMyas) 
is  made  up  of  the  three  attributes  (Sotod,  Majas,  and  Tamos)  for  is  it 
'the  Word  of  the  Jamas)  a  dimnnitive  body  ?  or  is  it  (Ihe  Word  of  the 
Faigg&hikas)  a  property  of  JLkaca  ?  or,  is  it  in  the  shape  of  mere  Smtnd^ 
as  produced  by  the  couchahell,  <fcc.)  apart  from  the  Letters  (as  composing 
flfords  ?)  orf  is  ifc  a  form  of  the  Air,  signifying  cettain  meanings  (as  held 
jy  the  anthor  of  the  QikshM  f)  or,  is  it  the  ffphota  of  the  Word  and  sen- 
tence (askeld  by  the  Fafy&Jbaraya*)  f  or,  does  it  (the  class  *  word  f)  consist 
>f  similarity  (as  held  by  the  Sankhyas),  or  Negation  of  others  (Apoha,  as 
bteld  bj  the  Bauddhas)  ? 

321-322.  Words  sncn  as  tliese  may  be  non-eternal  j  we  do  not  liold 
(Words)  to  be  eternal.  And  your  argument  (whereby  yon  seek  to 
tiie  non-eternality  of  Words  such  as  tliese)  come  to  have  an  un- 
known subject  {since  Words  such,  as  these  are  not  known  to  us,  whom  you. 
seek  to  convince),  and  yonr  premiss  would  be  without  a  basis  (for  the 
same  reason  of  snch  Words  not  being  known  to  us.)  And  (if  in  order  to 
Bscape  from  these  fallacies)  yon  nold  the  Word,  as  held  by  ns,  to  be  the 
subject  (of  your  syllogism),  then  both  these  fallacies  apply  equally  to 
yourself  (who  do  not  know  of  any  snch  Word  as  held  by  us). 

323*  If  Word  in  general  (without  any  specification)  be  asserted  to 
be  the  Subject  (of  your  syllogism),— tlien  in  that  case,  the  Class  "  Word  *f 
would  come  to  be  non-eternal.  And  this  would  go  against  all  theorists, 
wno  { witkout  a  single  exception)  hold  tMs  (the  Class)  to  be  eternal. 

324.  A  Class,  of  some  sort  of  other  (including  all  Words),  is  accepted 
by  all.  And  if  this  were  to  be  non-eternal,  it  could  not  pervade  over  (or 
include)  certain  individuals. 

325-326.  And  it  is  not  possible  for  particular  Words  to  be  mentioned 
by  the  generic  name  "Word"  (because  in  making  such  the  subject  of 
your  syllogism,  you  would  have  an  unspecified  subject).  And  if  these 

BS*    If  the  Class  "  Word  "   were  foeld  to  be  perishable,  tJien  the  Individual  Words 
appearing  daring  the  time  after  ita  destruction  would  not  be  included  £E  that  Class  j 
and"  the  Class  would  thereby  cease  to  be  a  Class. 
59 
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(particular  Words)  be  asserted  to  be  something  apart  from  the  Glass 
("  Word  "),  then  you  have  the  aforesaid  fallacies  (shown  in  K.  322)  (inas- 
much as  such  particular  individuals  are  not  known  either  to  us  or  to  your- 
self). And  if  they  (the  particular  Words)  be  non-different  from  their  sub- 
strate  (the  class  *'  Word  "),  then  you  would  have  self-contradiction,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Olass  (that  is  to  say,  the  Class  being  held  to  be  eternal,  the 
individual,  as  non-different  from  it,  must  be  accepted  to  be  eternal ;  and 
hence  the  assertion  of  its  non-eternality  would  be  a  clear  case  of  self-contra- 
diction). And  (if  the  particular  Word  be  held  to  be  both  different  and  non* 
different  from  the  class  "Word, "  then),  as  before,  you  would  have  an 
unknown  Subject  (for  your  syllogism  (because  you  yourself  do  not  accept 
the  Word  to  have  such  a  dual  character). 

327.  An  if  by  "  non-eternality  "  you  mean  absolute  destructibility,  then 
for  us,  the  subject  of  your  syllogism  comes  to  have  an  unknown  predicate 
(because  for  us  there  is  no  such  thing  as  absolute  destruction). 

328.  If  you  mean  to  prove  non-eternality  of   some  sort  (and  not 
absolute  destruction) ,  then  (your  argument  becomes  redundant,  because) 
we  too  admit  of  the  production  (of  Word)  in  the  shape  of  manifestation 
(utterance),  following  after  non~manvfesfation  (and  this  producibility  im- 
plies non-eternality). 

329.  And  further,  if  Destruction  (of  Words)  be  held  to  be  an  absolute 
negation,  then  this  would  contradict  the  previous  theories  of  the  SSn- 
khyas  and  the  Jainas  (because  they  hold  Destruction  to  be  only  a  change  in 
the  condition  of  the  object,  and  not  its  negation). 

330-331.  If  you  bring  forward  the  fact  of  sense-perceptibility  (of 
the  Word)  (as  an  argument  against  its  eternality),  then  this  would  fail 
with  reference  to  the  Via^eshikas  (who  hold  that  there  is  a  series  of  the 
word  "  Oo^f  "  and  as  such  for  them  it  is  only  the  middle  one  of  the  series 
heard  at  the  present  time,  that  could  be  perceptible ;  and  as  such  sense- 
perceptibility  of  the  whole  series  would  not  be  acceptable  to  them).  And 
if  (out  of  this  series)  the  first  and  the  middle  ones  be  made  the  S  abject  of 
the  syllogism,  then  there  would  be  an  endless  number  of  Words  (for  the 
subject)  ;  and  if  the  last  (of  the  series)  be  said  to  be  the  Subject,  then  the 
premiss  would  become  baseless  for  us  (who  do  not  admit  of  any  such  thing 
as  the  last  Word)  inasmuch  as,  the  series  is  never-ending. 

331-333.  And  again,  if  all  Words  be  made  the  subject  of  your  syllo- 
gism, then  the  premiss  ('*  because  of  perceptibility  by  the  senses  ")  would 
be  incapable  of  including  them  (since  all  Words  are  not  amenable  to  per* 
ception  at  any  time).  And,  in  consideration  of  the  Class  ("  Word  ")  your 
premiss  becomes  contradictory  too  (because  if  the  mere  fact  of  amenability 
to  sense-perception  be  the  ground  of  non-eternality,  then,  on  this  ground 
the  Class  would  also  come  to  bo  non-eternal,  because  the  Class  is  also 
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amenable  to  sense-percep-'icm,  as  shown  under  *4Akrti").  If  you  supple- 
ment jour  premiss  "by  rdding  the  qualifying  clause,  "  while  belonging  to  a 
Clasf 9>  (tlie  premiss  then  being  "  because,  while  belonging  to  a  Class,  it  Is 
amenable  to  sense-p exception  "),  then  too  it  fails  with  regard  to  as,  inas- 
much as  with  us,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  an  individual  belonging  to  a  Glass 
different  from  it ;  and  as  for  an  individual  belonging  to  a  Olms  mm-difm-eni; 
from  it,  there  is  no  such  thing  with  yon  (since  you  do  not  hold  the  indivu 
dual  to  be  identical  with  the  Class,  as  we  do).  And  thus  your  premiss 
loses  its  efficiency. 

333-334.  If  it  be  urged  that  the  affix  "mafep"  (in  "J&timatttS 
*a&")  may  be  attached  to  the  properties  of  utcZttnott  and  &eclnsiom  (the 
form  of  the  premiss  being,  "  because  while  having  in  itself,  the  character  of 
being  included  in,  and  excluded  from,  certain  others,  (the  Word  is 
amenable  to  sense-perception  "), — even  then  the  argument  becomes  open  to 
the  same  fallacy  (aa  shown  in  the  last  Karika),  inasmuch  as  even  in  a 
Class  we  haTe  the  idea  of  further  Classes  (and  as  such  become  included  in 
yomr  premiss). 

334-335*  Because  even  with  regard  to  the  classes  "  Cow,  *  <fccn  we  have 
a  further  generic  notion  of  (as  forming  part  of }  the  Class  "  Class  **  (in  which 
the  particular  Classes  are  capable  of  being  included) ;  and  these  ( parti- 
cular classes)  are  also  capable  of  being  excluded  from  other  particular 
classes  (Le.f  the  Class  "  Cow  "  is  included  in  the  class  "  Class,  "  and  exclu- 
ded from  the  class  "  Horse  ").  And  thus,  in  this,  these  (particular  Classes) 
are  similar  to  Word*.  (And  hence,  the  premiss  whereby  you  seek  to 
prove  the  non-eternality  of  Words  would  prove  the  nou-eternaltty  of 
Classes  also,  which  cannot  be  acceptable  to  jou). 

335*336.  And  further,  the  property  of  eternality  is  such  as  includes 
all  these  (Classes),  and  is  excluded  from  all  non-eternal  (particular) 
entities.  If  it  be  urged  that  **  these  properties  (of  inclusion  and  ex- 
clusion) are  either  only  secondarily  or  falsely  (applicable  to  Classes)/* — 
then  the  same  may  be  said  with  regard  to  Letters  also. 

336-337.  Then  again,  for  you  (Vai$ishikas),  the  argument  (based 
upon  sense-perceptibility)  becomes  self-contradictory,  with  a  view  to 

S8S.SS4  The  sense  of  ihe  objeciwn  is  tbat  a  Word  is  included  in  other  words,  in 
the  form  of  the  Class  "  Word, >f  and  is  excluded  from  other  words  in  Its  own  specific 
form  j  and  thus  our  argncmenfc  remains  untouched.  The  author  objects  to  this  on 
the  ground  that  even  the  Class  "  Word  "  in  the  form  of  a  Class,  is  capable  of  being  inclu- 
ded in  the  generic  class  "  Class  "and excluded  from  other  Classes  in  its  specific  form 
of  the  Class  "  Word.  **  And  hence  the  premiss  would  include  the  Class  also,  and  so  the 
fallacy  would  remain  intact. 

ES4.SS&  if  there  be  no  Class,  the  fallacies  urged  above  on  the  ground  of  Classes 
wmild  nil  full  to  the  ground. 

8&&.3&I     Another  way  in  wbich  Ir^iusion  and  Exclusion  belong  to  Classes, 


Atoms  tliat  are  perceptible  to  the  sense  of  yogis  (and  as  such  would  har 
to  be  admitted  to  be  non-eternal).  Because  though  these  are  eternal,  y« 
they  are  amenable  to  sense-perception. 

337-338,  And,  if  in  order  to  exclude  this  case  (of  atoms)  you  ad 
"  (perceptible)  to  us  (ordinary  men)  "  (to  the  qualification  of  you 
premiss)  ;•— -then  too  the  premiss  becomes  contradictory,  with  a  Tiew  to  tt 
Selves  that  are  amenable  to  the  idea  of  "  I  "  (and  as  such,  -being  percej 
tible,  these  would  have  to  be  admitted  to  be  non-eternal,  a  fact  not  accep 
able  to  the  Va^eshika). 

338-339.  In  the  case  of  pleasure,  &c.,  we  find  the  Self  to  be  absolute! 
amenable  to  sense-perception  due  to  contact  with  the  Mind,  even  in  ti 
absence  of  any  Inferential  premisses  or  Yerbal  authority. 

339-340.  If  you  make  "  amenability  to  external  senses  "  the  qualifici 
tion  of  your  premiss, — then  too  it  becomes  contradictory ;  on  account  < 
the  fact  of  Classes  also  belonging  to  (other)  Classes  (and  Classes  are  als 
amenable  to  external  senses)  ;  inasmuch  as  a  Class  ("  Cow  "),  happenin 
to  co-exist  (inhere  together)  in  a  single  object  (the  Cow)  with  another  Clas 
("earthy"),  comes  to  belong  to  a  Glass  (and  it  is  already  proved  tot 
amenable  to  eternal  sense-perception ;  and  as  such,  in  accordance  with  you 
argument,  the  Glass  also  woald  come  to  be  non-eternal). 

341-342.  If  you  assert  the  fact  of  its  being  a  substrate  (of  Inch 
mou  and  Exclusion), — then  (we  reply  that)  since  these  (Exclusion  an 
Inclusion)  are  immaterial  entities,  they  cannot  have  a  substrate.  If  yo 
assort  inference  (to  be  the  relation  bearing  between  Exclusion  an 
Inclusion  and  the  Word),— then  (we  reply)  that  this  (Inherence)  o 
held  by  you,  has  already  been  rejected  by  us  (above).  If,  lastly  (by  Ii 
Iierenoe)  you  mean  "  identity  "  (as  held  by  us),  then  such  identity  i 
told  to  exist  among  Classes  also  (hence  these  also  would  come  to  I 
non-eternal). 

342-343.  So  (you  see)  you  take  upon  yourself  the  undesirable  task  c 
assuming  many  qualifications  with  a  view  to  prove  the  Word  to  be  otJu 
than  eternal  It  would  be  much  better  for  you  to  enumerate  all  the  ent 
ties  that  are  eternal  (for  both, of  us),  and  then  to  bring  forward  the  fac 
of  the  Word  but  tig  other  iJian  these  as  your  *  reason  '  !  ! 

:>l'$-34sk     But  (in  that  case)  we  could  also  prove  the  eternality  (< 

SiRj83<>  The  Vaicesliika  holds  the  self  to  be  perceptible  by  means  of  contn< 
•with  Mind. 

3*1.3*2  «  Identity  among  Classes"  The  Class  "Tree  "  is  identical  with  the  Clnj 
"  MIMIJJCO  tree  "  on  the  ground  of  both  equally  belonging  to  the  Cities  "  Substance." 

3i2.34i  "  .Enumerate,  &c.  "  That/  is  to  say  you  should  frame  your  argument  thus 
.  "  Word  is  non-eternal,  because  it  is  other  than  Akacja,  <fec.,  like  the  Jar.  "  The  absurdii 
of  the  proposed  argument  is  palpable,  imcl  it  is  only  put  forward  in  a  joking  spirit. 
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Word),  like  that  of  Akacu,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  otlier  than  the 
trees,  <S?c.»  which  are  non-eternal. 

344-345.  If  you  assert  as  jour  *  reason  *  mere  amenability  to  senses,  as 
held  by  the  Sankhyas  and  the  Bauddiias  (who  deny  the  existence  of  a  Class 
altogether),  —  then,  too,  the  fallaciousness  (of  the  argument)  becomes  clear, 
in  consideration  of  the  Class  (the  existence  whereof)  we  have  proved 
above. 

345-347.  Just  as  a  u  reason  >f  becomes  fallacious,  if  it  fails  to  qualify 
fclie  minor  term,  in  accordance  with  the  theoiy  of  the  adversary,  — 
BO,  in  the  same  manner  (it  would  be  -fallacious)  if  it  fails  to  co-exist  (in 
a  substrate)  with  the  major  term  and  to  exclude  its  contradictory.  Conse- 
quently, though,  in  the  above  instance  the  Class  would  not  be  an  entity 
for  the  propounder  of  the  argument  (the  Sankhyaor  theBauddha),  yet  the 
argument  remains  fallacious  until  it  (the  Class  as  held  by  his  adversary, 
the  Mlmansaka)  has  not  beoa  rejected  (i.e.,  until  it  has  been  definitely 
established  that  there  is  no  such  entity  as  a  Glass}. 

347-348.  And  it  ought  to  be  clearly  explained,  what  is  this  "  amena- 
bility to  sense-perception"  ?  (1)  Is  it  something  other  than  its  substrates  ? 
(2)  or  is  it  identical  with  them  ?  and  (3)  is  it  distinct  in  each  separate  sub- 
strate ?  or  (4)  is  it  the  same  in  all  substrates  ? 

348-349.  In  all  these,  in  accordance  with  the  alternative  that  may  be 
Accepted  by  the  adversary,  respectively  in  the  order  of  the  citation  of  the 
alternatives,  you  have  the  fallacies  of  (1)  "  AsddhQrana  "  (t.e.,  the  middle 
term  neither  co-existing  with  the  major  term  nor  excluding  its  contradic- 
tory) (i.e.,  if  it  be  different  from  the  substrate,  and  distinct  in  each  individual 
substrate,  then  such  qualification  would  exist  only  in  the  minor  term,  and 
nowhere  else,  and  as  such,  could  not  prove  anything)  ;  (2)  "  Doubtf  alness  " 
(or  <c  uncertainty  ")  (i.e,9  if  it  be  held  to  fee  different  from  its  substrate, 
then,  since  we  do  not  admit  of  this,  the  premiss  would  be  doubtful,  and 
lience  inconclusive  for  us),  and  (3)  "  Absence"  (non  -relation)  of  the  middle 
term  in  tlie  major  term  (i.e.,  if  it  were  restricted  to  each  particular  individual* 
then  the  amenability  that  would  reside  in  the  minor  term  would  not 
belong  to  anything  else,  not  even  to  the  major  term),  and  (4)  '*  Non-exis- 
tence in  the  SapaJcska  n  (i.e.,  the  Instance  cited)  (because,  like  the  last,  the 
amenability  belonging  to  the  minor  term  could  not  belong  to  the  Instance). 

349-351.  And  further  your  "  reason  "  (amenability  to  sense-perception) 
applies  also  to  cases  contrary  to  your  conclusion,  for  the  following  reasons. 
(1)  (The  Word  is>  eternal)  because  it  resides  in  the  Ikaca  alone,  like  its 
omnipresence  —  this  argument  applying  to  the  Vai9eshika"(\vho  holds 


go  long  as  the  Class  is  not  rejected,  the  premiss  will  be  found  to  include 
this  (Class)  —  and  this  is  contradictory  to  non-efcernalityj  as  the  claas  ia  held  by  all 
to  be  eternal. 
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Words  to  belong  to  Akaca,  which  he  holds  to  be  eternal  and  all-per- 
vading). (2)  It  is  eternal,  because  it  is  amenable  to  the  sense  of  audition, 
— like  the  Class  "  Word.  "  And  (3)  its  eternality  may  be  proved  on  the 
ground  of  its  aforesaid  all-pervading  character,  like  that  of  JLkaca* 

351-352.  We  must  also  consider  the  character  of  your  Instance  (Jar) : 
If  you  use  "it  (the  word  "  jar  f>)  in.  its  direct  denotation  (the  Class  "  jar"), 
then  it  comes  to  be  without  the  major  term  (nom-eternality)  (inasmuch 
as  the  Class  is  always  eternal).  If  you  use  it  in  the  sense  of  an  in- 
dividual jar,  then  too,  we  will  ask — Is  this  individual  different  from 
the  Class,  or  is  it  identical  with  it?  If  it  be  held  to  be  different 
(from  the  Glass),  then  the  very  subject  becomes  such,  as  is  not  admitted. 
by  us  (who  do  not  admit  of  any  jar  apart  from  the  Glass  "  jar  ")  ;  and  if, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  be  held  to  be  identical  (with  the  Class)  tlien  it 
becomes  such  as  is  not  admitted  by  others  (who  do  not  hold  the  individual 
to  be  identical  with  the  Class). 

353.  If  it  be  used  in  the  sense  of  the  undefined  or  abstract  (mrvt- 
kalpaka)  form  (of  the  jar), — then  too,  this  form  could  be  neither  absolutely 
eternal  nor  absolutely  non -eternal,  inasmuch  as  that   factor  (of  this  un- 
defined  form  of  an  object)    which  is  known  by  the  name  of  "  Class "  ia 
universally  held  to  be  of  eternal,  being  something  other  than  the  perish.* 
able  factor  (embodied  in  the  Individuals). 

354.  We  must  also  consider  the  character  of  "non-eternality  "  (your 
major  term) :  If  by  it  you  mean  utter  destruction,  then  for  us,  the  Instance 
(the  Jar)  becomes  devoid  of  the  major  term  (because  even  when  the  jar  is 
broken,  it  continues  to  exist  in  the  , shape  of  "  substance,"  and  as  such  it 
is  never  totally  destroyed).     And  if  by  it  you  mean  partial  destruction,  then 
you  have  tlie  same  discrepancy  of  the  Instance,  in  accordance  with  your 
theory    (of  the  total  destructibility  of  the  Word).     Such,  is  the  way  of 
pointing  out  fallacies  (in  your  argument). 

355.  As  a  matter  of  fact,   all  theorists  accept  the  denotable  form  of 
the    Word  to   be  eternal  (i.e.,  the  Word  to  be  eternal  in  its  denotability) 
The  difference    of    opinion  lies  only  with  regard  to    the   specific  shape 
attributed  to  such  (denofcable  form  of  the  Word),     And  we  have  proved 
that  it   is    the  Letters* (that   compose  the  Word,  which  constitute   the 
denotable  form  of  the  Word)  (i.e.,  the    Word   is    denotable    only  in    the 
form  given  to    it  by  the  letters  composing  it)* 

356.  Question :   "  What  is  the  use  of  asserting   the  etornality  of 

868  The  undefined  form  baa  two  factors,  the  Class  and  the  Individual,  the  former 
eternal  and  the  latter  non-eternal.  And  since  yonr  instance  is  neither  altogether  eternal 
nor  altogether  non-eternal,  therefore  it  cannot  conclusively  prove  either  the  eternality 
or  the  non-eternality  of  the  Word. 

8M    Now  begins  the  explanation  of  Aph.  19.    The  Bhashya  on  the  Sittra  proceeds 
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ie  relation  (of  Words  and  Meaning.)  In  the  chapter  on  Words  f  **  Am  : 
m  w  tliat)  as  a  matter  of  fad,  (even  in  this  chapter)  the  real  matter  lor 
aslderation  is  the  eteraality  of  Belaikms,  inasmuch  as  we  enquire  into 
ie  character  o!  the  Word,  only  with  a  view  to  get  ai  the  trot  character 
:  the  Relation  (that  it  bears  to  its  meaning). 

357.  Or,  (the  etemality  of  the  Relation  is  introduced*  because)  the 
ernalifcy  of  the  Word  is  proved  through  (and  on  account  of)  the  eternalitj 
'  the  Belation.  For,  if  the  Word  were  perishable,  we  ©cmld  not  hare  ifae 
iernaBty  of  the  Relation. 

858.  Even  in  a  case  where  we  are  cognisant  of  eternal  relations  of 
m-eternal  objects,  the  substrate  (of  the  relation}  is  ne?er  absent  ;  and 
ance  the  relation  never  ceases  (to  exist). 

S59.  But  (in  the  case  of  Words)  the  word  H  Cow"  (as  uttered  by 
[jQEerent  persons)  has  not  a  similar  continuance*  -  Because,  as  a  matter  of 
tct,  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  difference  between  the  Ward  {"  Cow"  as 
btered  by  one  person,  and  the  same  word  as  uttered  by  another).  There- 
>re  we  assert  the  etemality  of  the  Word  ("  Cowtn  t  i)>  "wMdi  is  one 
al  j  (the  difference  lying  only  in  the  utterances  that  serve  to  manifest  the 
[ready  existing  Word). 

360.  Though  even  if  the  Word  and  its  Relations  ware  caused  (and  m 
ich  non-eternal),  there  would  be  a  Belation,  —  yet  since  such  a  Relation 
wild  end  with  its  very  assertion,  it  would  belong  to  that  particular  in- 
ividual  alone,  and  we  could  not  recoginse  the  relation  to  belong  to  all  in* 
Ividuals* 

361.  And  further,  since  in  the  individual  Cow,  we  have  an  admixture 
f  many  classes,—  such  as  "Earthy/1  "Substance,"  "Entiirjr,"  "Tailed/1 
cc.,  &c.  —  therefore  we  could  not  recognise  the  bovine  animal  to  belong  to 
he  class  "  Cow  9>  until  the  word  "  cow  "  happened  to  be  used    (with 

3  lay  down  the  etemality  of  the  relation  of  words  and  meanings.  And  the  first  half 
f  the  Karika  objects  to  this.  The  reply  is  that  the  etemality  of  the  Belation  would  not 
e  possible  If  the  Word  itself  were  non-eternal. 

SS8  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  even  of  non-eternal  objects  (individual 
irs,  &c.)  we  cognise  eternal  relations  with  the  Class,  Ac.  The  sense  of  the  Kariki  is  that 
Tern  in  that  case  some  individual  or  other  is  always  extant,  and  as  snob,  the  relation 
AS  always  got  a  substrate  ready  ;  so,  for  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  far  as  the  relation 
3  concerned,  that  (individual}  which  bears  the  relation  to  the  Class  is  ever  extant  of 
ternal. 

16°  When  no  Word  bears  any  permanent  relation  with  any  object,  then  If  we  were 
o  use  the  word  "  Cow,  "  we  would  utter  it,  and  point  out  the  Cow  before  us  as  being 
he  object  denoted  by  it.  And  as  snob  the  relation  of  the  word  "  Cow  "  would  rest  in 
bat  individual  alone,  and  it  would  not  be  possible  for  us  to  have  an  Idea  of  all  the 
ows  in  the  world  following  upon  our  hearing  of  the  word  "  Cow."  But  such,  is  the 
sise  with  all  of  us,  hence  the  relation  mast  be  admitted  to  be  eternal. 
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reference  to  the  individual  animal)  several  times  (and  as  such  on  the  fin 
use  of  the  word  we  conld  not  ascertain  whether  the  animal  belonged  t 
the  class  "Cow,"  or  " Earthy,"  Ac.). 

36&  Therefore  it  must  he  admitted  that  the  Word  is  an  uncause 
entity,  and  as  such  never  perishes, — because  it  is  eternally  connected  wit 
'an  eternal  relation  (with  its  denotation), — just  like  Aka$a,  Atoms,  &c. 

363.  Or,  the  eternality  of  the  relation  is  not  asserted  in  the  S&tr 
"*t  all.    Even  if  it  be  taken  to  assert  the  eternality  of  the  Word,  thei 
too,  the  Bh&shya  (wherein   the   eternality    of  the   relation    is   directl; 
mentioned)  becomes  explicable  (as  being  applicable  to  the  eternality  of  th 
Word). 

364.  (In  that  case,  the  meaning,  of  the  Bh&shya  passage  "  na  ctikrt 
y&    $abdasya  sambandhah  falcyafe  kartum"     is   that)    since    the  Word 
heard  but  once,  refers  to  -many  Classes  ("  Earthy, "  Ac.)  in  their  abstrac 
forms,  it  cannot  definitely  point  out  its  own  specific  denotation  ("  Cow  "] 
as  distinguished  from    the  other  aforesaid  Glasses   (unless  it  were  use< 
several- times). 

365-366.  Because,-  the  word  "  Cow  "  would  get  at  the  denotation  o 
the  specific  Glass  "  Cow,  "  only  after  a  long  time,  when  it  has  been  hear< 
several  times,  and  has  thereby  set  aside,  (1)  .the  classes  "  living  beings,' 
.Ac.,  (2)  the  property  of  "  whiteness,"  (3)  the  action  of  "moving,"  (4)  th< 
classes  **  horned,"  "  tailed  "  and  the  like,  (5)  and  also  the  individual  cows 
•the  "  white  cow,"  the  "  hornless  cow  "  and  the  like,  indicated  by  the  Wore 
(on  account  of  these  individuals  being  included  in  the  Class  "  cow  "  whiel 
is  denoted  by  the  word  "  Cow  "). 

367.  And  if  a  word  were  to  continue  to  exist  for  such  a  long  .time 
who  could  destroy  it  after  that  ?  This  we  shall  further  prove  under  th< 
twenty-first  Sutra. 


368-369.  The  affix  "krtvasuc"  (as  in  . "  ashtakrtvah 
uccaritah  ")  is  used  when  the  actions  are  many  and  the  active  agent 
only  one.  And  since  we  find  its  use  (with  regard  to  the  action  of  the 
word),  it  becomes  certain  that  what  is  (said  to  be)  repeated  (eight  times) 
is  the  action  of  the  Word  (which  ever  continues  to  be  one  only).  If  the 
word  ("Cow"  as  uttered  now)  were  other  (than  the  one  uttered  in  the 
past),  then  we  conld  not  have  the  notion  of  repetition  (which  is  possible 
only  when  both  are  one  and  the  same  Word).  If  the  number  ("  eight") 
belonged  to  the  Word,  we  would  have  "  ashtau  cabdah  uccaritah  "  (and  not 
*'  ashtakrtv&h  pabda  uccaritah.") 

B58 .8«9    vVifch  this  begins  the  treatment;  of  Sutra  20.    "  Because  of  the  absence  of 
number  (with  regard  to  the  Word)  "  (I-i-20). 
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870.  *c  Bat  we  do  find  such  uses  as  *  mtfyt  BrQkmamah  askta&rlvo 
fcltt&lawjtlal,1  where  we  have  a  diversity  of  the  active  agent*  (Brail- 
maims)  ;  and  hence  (the  argument  baaed  upon  the  use  of  the  affix 
tytowwck  is  inconclusive  "  —  with  this  in  view,  the  objector  says  (in  the 
Bhasaya)  "what  if  it  is  so?1*  (t.s.,  what  if  we  have  the  kftoatttck  in 
lf  a&Uakritmk  cabda  mccaritah.") 

371.  Therefore  in  order  to  meet  this  charge  of  inconclnsiveness,   the 
use  of  the  krtwsuc  is  interpreted  as  pointing  out  another  proof  (of  the 
singleness  of  words)  :  The  tise   (of   the  Jqrtmmch)  indicates  recognition 
(and  this  could  be  possible  only  when  the  two  are  the  same). 

372.  Bat,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  even  the  arga'meafc  based  solely  upon 
the  use  of  the  krtvasuc    is  not  contradictory  ;  inaemnch  as  even  in  the 
instance  cited  (that  of  the  Brahmanas  having  eaten  eight  times)  the  idea 
fchafc  is  meant  to  be  conveyed  is  that  with  reference  to  a  single  Brahmana 
(i.e^  the  sentence  means  that  each  of  the  Brahmanas  ate  eight  times,  —  the 
repetition  lying  in  the  action  and  not  ID  the  agent). 

373.  Recognition  is  held  to  be  a  proof  (or  means  of  right  notion), 
when  it  is  brought  about  by  means  of  a  perfect  sense-organ.    The  adver- 
sary however  urges  its    inconclosiveness,    on  the   ground  of  similarity, 
which  serves  to  taint  the  object  perceived. 

374-375.  Bnt  (in  reply  to  this  we  assert  that)  in  a  case  where  the 
object  (snbseqnently  perceived)  is  always  cognised  as  being  similar  (to  the 
one  previously  perceived),  —  Recognition  (of  the  one  as  being  the  same  as 
the  other)  is  accepted  to  be  mistaken.  But,  in  the  present  case  (i.e.,  the 
case  of  the  Word  "  Gow,f>  f,  i.)  we  invariably  have  the  firm  con- 
viction that  the  one  (that  we  hear  now)  is  the  same  (identically)  (as  the 
one  heard  previously).  And  the  validity  of  Recognition  (as  a  means  of 
right  notion)  is  established  by  the  fact  of  its  proving  the  existence  of  the 

W-  The  use  of  the  krtvasuc  by  itself  is  not  &  sufficient  reason  for  asserting  the 
singleness  of  the  word*  What  it  does  is  to  indicate  the  fact  of  the  word  as  now  used 
being  recognised  to  be  the  same  as  that  used  in  the  past,  and  this  fact  of  recognition 
proves  the  singleness  of  the  word. 

33&  The  meaning  of  the  adversary  is  that  even  when  the  sense-organ  is  in  per* 
feet  order,  the  recognition  of  a  certain  object  as  being  the  same  that  we  had  seen 
tefore,  may  he  a  mistaken  one  ;  inasmuch  as  it  could  have  been  brought  about  by  a 
certain  degree  of  similarity  bet  ween  the  two  objects—  which  similarity  may  have  been 
mistaken  for  identity.  And  as  each  mere  Recognition  of  the  word  as  being  the  same 
as  the  one  heard  before,  is  not  enongh  to  prove  its  eternality. 

ST4.81S    What  we  had  perceived  at  first  was  only  the  word  "  Cow,  **  pure  and  sim- 

ple.    Latterly  hearing  the  word  repeated  we  conclude  that  the  word  we  had  previously 

perceived  has  again  appeared  at  the  present  time—  and  this  element  of  the  present 

existence  of  the  previously  perceived  word  is  not  amenable  to  any  means  of  right 
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previously-heard  word  at  the  time  of    recognition — which  fact  (of  such 
existence)  is  over  and* above  the  fact  previously  perceived. 

376.  (In  the  objection  urged  in  the  Bbashya)  what  is  meant  to  lie 
shown  is  ;the  inconclusive  character  of  Recognition  (as  a  proof  of  eter- 
nality) ;  and  this  is  proved  by  showing  that  (if  Recognition  were  the  sole 
ground  for  eternality,  then),  even  such   clearly  non-eternal   entities   (as 
Cognition  and  Action)  would  come  to  be  eternal ;  inasmuch  as  we  have 
Recognitions  of  these  also. 

377.  Obj :  "  That  *  these  are  not  perceptible  by  the  senses '  appears  to 
be  an  irrelevant  reply ;  inasmuch  as  the  objector  has  not  asserted  the 
eternality  of  these,  on  the  ground  of  their  perceptibility  by  the  senses. 

378.  "  (He  has  not  sought  to  base  eternality  upon  sense-percepti- 
bility) lest  eternality  come  to  belong  to  such  (perishable)  objects  as  the 
jar,  &c.,  on  the  ground  of  their  being  perceptibile  by  the  senses,  or  such 
(imperishable)   objects  as  Ak§9a,   <fcc.,   come  to  be  non-eternal,  on  the 
ground  of  their  imperceptibility  by  the  sense-organs. 

379.  "  In  fact,  they  have  not  even  asserted  Cognition  and  Action  to 
be  eternal,  by  themselves.   What  they  have  sought  to  show  (by  bringing  for- 
ward the  case  of  these)  was  the  inconclusiveness  (of  mere  Recognition  as  a 
ground  of  eternality) ;  and  this  remains  just  the  same  (whether  Cogni- 
tion and  Action  be  perceptible  or  imperceptible,  eternal  or  non-eternal) 
(and  hence  the  reply  given  in  the  Bhashya  does  not  at  all  touch  the 
question  raised  by  the  objector ;  and  as  such,  the  Bhashya  is  altogether 
irrelevant)/' 

380.  Eep  :  By  the  denial  of  the  sense-perceptibility  (of  Cognition  and 
Action),  all  that  is  meant  is  that  there  is  no  Recognition  of  these ;  in- 
asmuch as  Recognition  is  possible  only  through  sense-perception. 

381.  Therefore  all  that  the  Reply  serves  to  do  is  that  it  admits  these 

notion  other  than  Recognition.  Thus  having  an  independent  object  of  its  own,  Recog- 
nition cannot  but  be  accepted  to  be  a  distinct  means  of  right  knowledge. 

W*  This  refers  to  the  Bhaahya  passage  wherein  the  Purvapakshi  is  made  to 
nrge  that  "  Cognition  and  Action  are  also  recognised  to  he  the  same  as  those  previously 
perceived/*  by  which  the  objector  implies  that  if  mere  Recognition  were  enough 
authority  for  the  eternality  of  the  object,  then  even  such  non-eternal  entities  as 
Cognition  and  Action  would  come  to  be  eternal ;  therefore  the  Rscogoition  of  the  Word 
&}  being  the  same  as  previously  heard,  cannot  prove  its  eternality. 

*W  In  reply  to  the  above  objection  the  Bhashya  has  put  forward  the  argument  that 
11  these  are  not  perceptible  by  the  senses  (and  it  is  only  those  objects  that  are  so  per- 
ceptible whose  recognition  authorises  the  notion  of  eternality)."  And  the  Kariki8 
111.179  bring  forward  objections  against  this  reply  of  the  Bhashya. 

&18  "  If  one  were  to  prove  eternality  on  the  ground  of  perceptibility,  then  all 
perceptible  objects,  Jar,  Ac,,  would  oome  to  be  eternal— and  all  imperceptible  objects, 

a,  &c,, — would  become  non-eternal." 
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(Cognition  and  Action)  to  be  tfae  oontntdietacy  of  the  major  term  (efer- 
ratty)  (of  the  syllogism  based  ctpon  the  Recognition  of  words),  but  dmlm 
Its  relation  with  the  middle  terra  (rmpntheii),,  'And  (the  alternative 
assertion  "  if  they  are  amenable  to  sense-perception,  they  must  be  eter- 
iml  *)  admits  tlie  relation  (of  these)  with  ihe  middle  term,  and  denies  the 
fact  of  its  being  the  contradictory  of  the  major  term  (etemaKty). 

382.  And  if  the  purpose  (of  the  objection)  be  to  prove  the  etemality 
of  these  (Cognition  and  Action), — (and  not  to  deny  the  eteroality  of  Words, 
on  the  ground  of  their  Recognition, — then  we  T?ill  reply  to  It  by  pointing 
<»t  the  irrelevancy  (of  such  an  argument)  (because  while  setting  about 
to  prove  the  non-eternality  of  the  word,  the  objector  would  be  proving 
the  eternality  of  Cognition  and   Action,    which  has  got    nothing  to  do 
with  the   eteraality  of  the  Word)  •  just  as  was  pointed  out  In  the  case  of 

"group  **  and  "forest n  (in  the  section  on  * Vanamda '). 

383.  The  alternative  reply— with  regard  to  Recognition  and  Bfcer- 
naliiy    (of    Cognition    and  Action) — (without    any    deinte    assertion) 
— implies  a  disregard  (for  the  objection)  ; — the    sense  (underlying  this 
disregard)  being  that  this  your  objection  does  not  In  the  least  touch  my 
original  proposition  (with  regard  to  the  eternality  of  the  Word), 

384-385.  And  as  for  the  perishability  (mon-eternaKty)  of  Cogni- 
tions and  Actions,  In  their  individnal  forms, — there  Is  no  Recognition  of 
these ;  inasmuch  as  the  idea  (Cognition)  of  the  Jar  is  never  recognised 
in  the  idea  of  the  Horse.  And  as  for  their  generic  forms  of  potentiality 
(of  Ideas  to  denote  their  objects,  &c.)  and  Olas* — on  which  Is  based  their 
Recognition, — in  these  forms  the  Cognition  and  Action,  are  always  held 
to  be  eternal  by  all  theorists,  in  one  way  or  the  other. 

386.  Bat  this  interpretation,  (of  the  phrase  **  perceptible  by  sense  n 
as  occuring  in  the  Bhashya "  no,  tg  pratyakshe"  as  meaning  " Recogni- 
tion,") Is  too  farfetched.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  reject  the  Recognition  of 
Cognition  and  Action — being,  as  it  is,  known  to  (and  accepted  by)  all  mem* 

*8S  In  the  chapter  on  Forest  the  adversary  while  setting  about  to  deny  the  Class, 
goes  to  prove  the  perceptibility  of  the  Forest ;  and  there  too  we  hare  pointed  out  the 
irrelevancy  of  the  argument. 

WM*  The  Individual  cognition  that  lias  appeared  at  one  time  Is  at  once  destroyed, 
and  cannot  appear  again.  Therefore  there  w  BO  recognition  of  it. 

An  Idea  is  recognised  aa  an  Idea  only  on  the  ground  of  both  belonging  to  the 
fiftme  Clans  (of  <  Idea')  and  both  having  the  power  to  denote  their  objects.  And  In  the 
form— -of  Claafl  or  potentiality —all  thing*  are  held  to  be  eternal. 

S9S  The  K.  880—385  embody  the  Reply  given  by  a  certain  section  of  the  Miman- 
aakas.  The  author  now  rejects  this  Reply  as  being  improper.  Certain  Cognitions  and 
Actions  are  always  recognised  to  be  identical,  and  it  is  not  proper  to  deny  this  without 
any  reasonings. 


476 

387.  And  tlioso  means  of  right  knowledge,  that  seem  to  bring  abot 
the  cognition  of  Ideas  and  Actions,  serve  also  to  bring  about  tbe  Becof 
nition  of  these.    Wherefore,  then,  should  not  this  (Recognition)  prove  thei 
eternality  ? 

388.  (And  when  the  Recognition   of  these  iff  no  palpable)  a  mei 
verbal  (groundless)  denial  of  Recognition  could  also  be  made  with  regar 
to  the  Word  (whose  Recognition  could  also  he  as  easily  denied  if  no  prooi 
for  such  denial  were  required).     (And  if  it  be  urged   that  the  Bhashy 
only  denies  the  perceptibility  of  these,  and  not  their  Recognition,  then 
as  for  perceptibility,  apart  from  recognisability,  its  denial  here  (in  tb 
Bhashya)  does  not  serve  any  purpose  (inasmuch  as  the  denial  of  the  mer 
perceptibility  of  Ideas  and  Actions,  does  not  affect  the  objector's  arguments 
and  as  such,  would  be  quite  irrelevant). 

389.  And  that  Action  is  perceptible  and  eternal  will  be  proved  unde 
the    Sutra,    "Rfipafaldatfibh$g8cca"    ("since  there  is   no    differentiatioi 
of  forms  or  expressions  of  these  ") ;  (and  hence  the  denial  of  the  percep 
tibility  and  etemality  of  Actions  by  a  Mimansaka  would  be  a  sheer  self 
contradiction.     Therefore  (for  the  above  reasons)  we  must   explain  (th< 
Bhashya  "  no,  ts  pratyakshS"  <fcc.)  in  the  following  manner  : — 

390-394.  We  do  not  accept  mere  Recognisability  (of  the  word)  to  bi 
enough  proof  of  etemality;  all  that  we  mean  (by  bringing  forward  tin 
fact  of  the  Recognition)  is  to  show  that  the  theory  of  non -etemality  (oJ 
Words)  is  opposed  to  a  fact  of  sense -perception  (their  Recognition).  And. 
as  such  (since  our  statement  is  no  Inferential  argument),  it  cannot  be  called 
Inconclusive  (which  is  a  fallacy  applying  to  Inferences  alone).  Conse- 
quently, the  objection  (urged  by  the  adversary)  is  an  objection  against  an 
a? together  foreign  subject  (the  non-eternal ity  of  Actions,  Ac.)  :  (the  impli- 
cation of  the  objection  being)  '  Why  don't  you  Mimansaka  deny  the  non- 
etemality  of  Ideas  and  Actions  (on  the  ground  of  their  Recognisabilitj)  ?  * 
Even  to  such  (an  irrelevant  objection)  we  make  the  following  reply  :—  It  is 
by  Inference  that  we  get  the  notion  of  the  non-eternality  of  Words  (whose 
eternality)  is  perceptible  by  the  sense  (of  Audition);  and  hence  tbe 
former  (non-eternality  as  proved  by  Inference)  is  rejected  (in  favour  of 
eteraality)  by  the  stronger  (Sense-perception  which  proves  tbe  word  to  be 
eternal).  On  the  other  band,  in  the  case  of  Ideas  and  Cognitions,  non- 
eternality  is  only  inferred  from  their  recognisability  ;  and  the  non-eternality 

39X591,  The  argument  is  fchafc  words  are  eternal,  becanse,  being  perceptible  they 
ftro  recognisable  ;  and  Ideas  and  Actions  not  being  perceptible,  even  if  they  are  recogni- 
sable, our  premiss  doaa  not  *pply  fco  these. 

Perceptibility  may  mean  audibility;  and  thereby  the  premiss  is  restricted  to 
words  alone,  the  full  syllogism  being — "  word  is  eternal,  because,  being  audible  it  i» 
rec'»gn;s:ib!<?— Hie  the  C"«,«tf  {  Word.'  " 
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also  of  these  Is  similarly  got  at  (by  means  of  I*/e«*ie«)  ;  hence  between 
these  two,  tbere  Is  no  difference  of  strength  (mud  as  such  the  one 
cannot  be  rejected  by  the  other,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Word)  ;  and  it  is  with 
this  fact  in  view  that  the  Bhashya  says,—"  these  are  not  perceptible  by  the 
sense  **  (and  as  such  both  eternality  and  non-eternal  ity  of  these  are  got  at 
"by  Inference,  and  hence  are  equally  strong  in  validity).  Or,  a  perceptibi- 
lity "  may  be  explained  as  a  qualification  of  the  middle  term  (the  argnment 
being  "  Word  is  eternal,  because,  being  perceptible,  it  is  recognisable  ")  ?  or 
**  perceptibility"  may  be  interpreted  as  andibiUfy;  and  when  this  is  made 
the  middle  term,  we  could  have  the  Class  u  Word  **  as  the  instance. 

395.  Only  snch  Action,  as  has.  a  supersensuons     (imperceptible) 
substrate,  is  called  "  imperceptible'*;  and  the  theory,  that  Idea  is  im- 
perceptible, has  been  rejected  under  a  pfinyavida," 

396.  And  those  Actions,  that  are  found  to  inhere  in  (belong  to) 
perceptible  objects,  are  accepted  (by  us),  like  Letters,  to  be  eternal,  on  tlie 
ground  of  their  Recognisability. 

397.  The  fact  of  these  eternal  Actions  not  being  always  perceived  is 
due  to  the  absence  of  the  proper  manifesting  agencies.    That  very  agency 
which  you  would  hold  to  be  the  producing  cause  of  these  (Actions  which 
you.  hold  to  be  non-eternal),  will  be  held  by  us  to  be  that  manifesting  cause. 

398.  And  just  as  even  for  you,  the  Glass  "  Word n   and  the  Class 
"  Action/*  though  eternally  extant,  are  not  always  perceived,  so,  for  us  too, 
Idea  and  Action   (though  eternal  may  not  be  always  perceived  for  want  of 
manifesting  causes). 

$99.  Or  again,  just  as  even  when  the  potentiality  (of  a  certain  action) 
is  present  (in  the  active  agent),  the  Action  is  not  brought  about,  for  want 
of  some  other  cause, — BO,  the  same  may  be  the  case  with  its  manifestation 
(which  may  not  bo  brought  about  for  want  of  proper  manifesting  agencies 
and  other  auxiliary  causes). 

400-402.  Then  again,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  establish  the  fact  of 
the  Action  being  something  different  from  the  individual  active  agents. 

8&1  You  hold  a  certain  entity  to  be  productive  of  the  action,  and  we  hold  that  the 
very  same  entity  only  serves  to  manifest  the  action  to  perceptibility. 

400.402  This  anticipates  the  objection  that — w  When  the  cases  for  the  production 
and  manifestation  of  actions  are  equally  strong,  why  should  not  we  accept  the 
Production  theory?  Thus  Becognisability  may  be  explained  as  being  based  upon 
homogeneity."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  in  face  of  the  strong  argnments  of  the 
Banddhas,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  prove  the  Action  to  be  something  different 
from  the  active  agent ;  and  hewce  it  would  be  far  more  hopeless  to  establish  innnmernble 
Classes  of  Actions,  and  the  inclusion  of  different  individual  actions  in  different 
Classes,  and  so  forth.  Yon  assume  the  different  Classes  of  actions  only  with  a  view  to 
explain  the  notion  of  identity  that  we  have  at  the  time  of  Recognition  of  one  action 
(motion,  /.*.)  as  identical  with  the  same  action  met  with  at  gome  other  time.  And 
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And  then  it  becomes  a  far  more  difficult  task  to  establish — (1)  a  thousand 
different  Classes  belonging  to  each  of  the  innumerable  kinds  (of  Actions), 
(2)  as  also  the  facts  of  each  of  these  Glasses  being  one  and  eternal  and- 
inhering  in  eacli  individual  action,  (3)  and  the  further  fact  of  the  existence 
(inherence)  of  these  (Classes)  in  each  of  the  diverse  and  distinct  and 
(momentarily)  perishable  partg  of  Actions.  For  these  reasons  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  idea  (recognition)  of  the  oneness  (identity)  of  the  action 
— "  Motion,"  /.*.— is  due  to  the  fact  of  the  Action  being  one  only. 

402-403.  And  the  notion  of  difference  (with  regard  to  one  and  the 
same  action)  is  due  to  the  diversity  ia  the  substrate  of  the  effort  (bring- 
ing about  the  Action).  (We  attribute  the  difference  to  the  diversity  of 
external  conditions,  and  not  to  any  diversity  in  the  Action  itself)  because 
we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  distinct  (mutually  exclusive)  individuals  of 
the  same  Action,  as  we  are  of  distinct  individual  Cows,  the  black,  the  red, 
Ac*  (we  do  not  perceive  any  difference  in  the  various  Motions,  as  we  do  the 
difference  in  the  various  Cows,  and  as  such  we  cannot  have  the  Class 
"  Motion, "  as  we  have  the  Class  "  Cow) "  and  hence  we  cannot  assume  it 
(the  Action,  Motion^  /.«.)  to  have  a  two-fold  character  (that  of  the  Glass 
"  Motion,  "  and  that  of  the  individual  Motion). 

404.  Even  the  diversity,  in  the  shape  of  hasty,  dow,  fyc.  (with 
regard  to  the  same  action,  Motion,  f.i.),  may  be  (explained  as  being)  due  to 
the  diversity  (in  the  degree)  of  the  effort  put  forth  (by  the  individual 
persons  moving), — just  as  (even  when  yon  admit  of  such  a  Class  as 

when  it  is  hard  to  establish  a  single  action,  it  is  impossible  to  postulate  go  mnny 
Classes  aa"  Motion/'  "Running,"  "  Throwing,"  &c. ;  in  fact  so  many  Glasses  as  there  are 
actions.  And. we  have  not  only  to  assume  the  Classes,  but  so  many  properties  of 
singleness,  &o.»  as  are  necessary  in  each  Class — this  is  also  a  difficult  assumption  to  prove ; 
and  over  and  above  this,  in  the  case  of  such  Classes,  as  "  Cow,"  Ac.,  it  is  possible  for  us  to 
assume  these,  inasmuch  as  of  such  Classes,  we  have  permanent  substrates,  in  the  shape 
of  the  individual  Cows ;  while  on  the  other  hand,  the  individual  actions — Devadatta's 
motion,  /.**. — are  each  so  diverse  and  removed  from  one  another,  and  are  undergoing 
momentary  destruction,  that  it  is  impossible  to  have  any  such  entity  as  a  Class  which 
could  inhere  in  and  include  and  pervade  over  all  these  perishable  actions.  Therefore 
we  must  admit  all  motion  to  be  only  one  action ;  and  the  recognition  of  one  Action 
occurring  at  present  to  be  the  same  as  the  one  perceived  before  must  be  admitted 
to  be  due  to  the  fact  of  the  action — Motion,  f.i. — being  one  only,  and  to  the  fact  of 
both  belonging  to  the  same  Class  "  Motion.91 

408.403  We  have  an  idea  of  the  motion  of  Devadatta  being  different  from  the 
motion  of  Rama,  because  of  the  difference  between  Devadatta  and  Kama  and  not  to  any 
diversity  in  the  action  itself. 

<c  Substrate  of  the  effort "  is  the  person  performing  the  action. 

*04  Even  one  who  admits  of  the  Class"  Motion '*  has  to  explain  the  notion  of 
the  diversity  productive  of  the  Class — as  being  due  to  the  diversity,  &c,,  of  the  in- 
dividuals, and  not  as  really  belonging  to  the  Class.  So  we  too  explain  the  diversity  in 
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"Motiott")  i&e  diversitv  ^ith  reference  to  the  Glam  ("  Motion,  "/.£)  Is 
explained  as  being  dne  to  the  diversity  among  tee  Individual  (motions), 
or  a^ain,  just  as  the  idea  of  the  production  (or  appearance }  of  the  Claw 
(**  Motion  ")  is  due  to  the  production  of  the  Individual. 

405.  Idea  too  we  hold  to  be  one  and  eternal,  "boom.®®  it  partakes  of 
the  nature  of  the  Intelligence  of  the  person  (which  Intelligence  is  one 
and  eternal.)  And  as  for  the  notion  of  diversity  (with  regard  to  the  Idea), 
it  is  due  to  the  (diversity  of)  objects  (of  the  Idea). 

406-408.  The  Fire,  though  externally  endowed  with  the  power  to 
bum,  only  barns  combustible  objects  when  these  happen  to  be  presented 
before  it,  and.  not  otherwise ;  and  a  Mirror,  or  a  clean  piece  of  rock-crys- 
fcal,  reflects  only  such  reSectible  objects  as  are  presented  before  it  {though 
they  are  externally  endowed  with  the  power  of  reflection).  In  the  same 
manner,  the  eternal  Intelligences,  functioning  in  the  bodies  of  men,  com  - 
prebend  such  objects,  colour  and  the  rest,  as  are  presented  before  them  by 
the  various  organs  of  sense.  And  it  is  this  **  Intelligence*"  that  is  meant 
by  the  word  "  Idea  "  or  "  (Cognition)  "  in  the  Bhishya. 

409.  Thus  then  (it  must  be  admitted  that)  the  Idea  appears  perish- 
able, on  account  of  the  perishability  of  its  conncelikm  with  the  organs  (of 
sense)  presenting  objects  before  it;  just  as  the  Eire  does  not  appear  to 
have  an  eternal  power  of  burning,  on  aocoant  of  the  non-proximity  of  any 
cjmbnstible  object. 

410.  And  it  is  only  in  the  form  of  "Intelligence  "  {or  Cognition)  that 
Ideas  are  recognised  to  be  identical.    And  the  diversity  of   the  Ideas  of 
the  jar,  the  elephant,  &c.9  is  held,  by  all  people,  to  be  due  to  the  diversity 
of  these  (objects). 

411-412.  Those  who  have  the  difference  of  the  objects  ( Jar,  Ac.)  in 
view,  do  not  assert  one  Idea  to  be  the  same  as  the  other ;  and,  conversely, 
until  one  has  the  difference  of  objects  in  view,  he  cannot  bat  recognise  one 
Idea  (to  be  identical  with  the  other)  :  (because  apart  from  the  objects  all 
Ideas  are  identical  in  being  "  Intelligence  ") :  It  is  with  this  dnal  fact  in 
mind  that  the  Bhashya  has  asserted  "  these  (Ideas)  are  eternal  ?" 

412-413.  In  the  same  manneris  to  be  proved  the  etemality  of  (Qua- 
lities, such  as)  "  Whiteness, "  Ac.  la  tha  case  of  these  too,  the  notion  of 
diversity  is  due  to  the  diversity  of  the  objects  with  which  these  (Qualities) 
happen  to  be  related.  And  since  the  form  (Whiteness)  always  continues  to 
be  the  same,  who  could  dare  to  postulate  a  Glass,  as  "  White  "  (because 
that  which  is  one  only  cannot  constitute  a  Class). 

the  shape  of  "  slow,  *J  "  hasiy,"  &c.,  of  motions  to  be  dne  to  the  diversity  in  tme  efforts 
put  forth,  and  not  as  really  belonging  to  the  motion  itself. 

AM. 4Q8  Xfais  explains  why  people  do  not  cognise  all  objects  at  all  times,  when  their 
Intelligence  is  eternal. 


480 

414  At  one  time  Whiteness  happens  to  be  related  to  substances 
(Jar,  <&c.)t  and  at  others  it  happens  to  be  related  to  other  properties  {such 
as  blackness,  redness,  Sfc)  ;  and  it  is  on  the  ground  of  the  diversity  of  these 
relations  that  Whiteness  comes  to  be  known  as  diverse,  in  the  shape  of 
"  bright  whiteness,"  "  dusty  whiteness  "  and  the  like  (whiteness  is  known 
to  be  bright  when  in  contact  with  a  substance  in  the  shape  of  Light,  and  it 
is  known  as  dark  when  it  is  in  contact  with  blackness ;  any  way  the  whiteness 
remains  the  same,  the  diversity  resting  in  the  accessories). 

415»  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  though  a  flame  is  momentary,  it  is  recog- 
nised to  be  the  same  (so  long  as  it  continues  to  burn)  (and  as  such  Recog- 
nition cannot  be  a  proof  of  eternality)," — then  (we  reply)  it  is  not  so:  in- 
asmuch as  in  this  case  too  the  object  of  Recognition  is  the  Class  ("Flame"); 
aud  this  is  always  eternal  for  us. 

416.  And  that  factor  of  the  flame,  on  which  would  be  based  a  notion 
of  diversity,  through  the  presence  of  some  accessory  or  the  other, — with 
reference  to  such  a  factor,  Recognition  is  not  possible,  inasmuch  as  all 
possibility  of  such  Recognition  is  set  aside  by  the  notion  of  diversity  (a 
notion  of  Identity  being  the  necessary  element  in  all  Recognition). 

417-422.  (1)  The  word  "  Cow  "  uttered  yesterday,  exists  to-day  also, 
because  it  is  the  object  of  the  Idea  of  the  word  u  Cow,  " — like  the  word 
"  Cow "  uttered  to-day.  (2)  The  word  "  Cow "  uttered  now  existed 
yesterday, — because  of  the  aforesaid  reason.  (3)  Or,  in  both  of  these 
arguments,  we  may  have,  for  our  premiss,  the  fact  of  both  (the  word 
"  Cow  "  uttered  to-day  and  that  uttered  yesterday)  denoting  the  Class 
"  Cow.  "  (4)  The  Idea  of  the  word  "  Cow  "  uttered  yesterday  served  to 
express  the  word  heard  to-day, — because  both  (the  Idea  of  the  word  uttered 
yesterday  and  that  heard  to-day)  had  the  word  "  Cow"  for  its  object, — like 
the  Idea  of  the  word  "Cow"  uttered  to-day.  (5)  Or,  the  Idea  of  the  word 
"  Cow"  heard  to-day  expresses  the  word  "  Co  w  "  uttered  yesterday, — because 
of  the  same  reason  (i.e.,  because  the  present  Idea  has  the  word  "  Cow  "  for 
its  object), — like  the  previous  Idea  of  the  word  "  Cow  "  uttered  yesterday. 
(6)  Or,  both  (the  present  Idea  of  the  word  "  Cow  "  heard  to-day  and  the 
previous  idea  of  the  word  "Cow"  as  heard  yesterday)  express  the  same 
object, — (because  both  have  the  word  "  Cow  "  for  their  object) — like  any 
other  Idea  of  a  single  object.  (7)  All  Ideas  of  the  Class  "  Cow,"  appearing 
at  different  times  and  at  different  places,  are  brought  about  by  a  single 
word  "  Cow," — because  they  are  Ideas  of  the  "  Cow," — like  the  Idea  of 
any  single  object  (Cow,  /.*.)•  (8)  In  the  same  manner,  all  Ideas  of  the  word 
*'  Cow  "  are  brought  about  by  the  single  word  "  Cow," — because  they  have 
the  word  "  Cow  "  for  their  object, — like  the  Idea  of  any  single  object 

an. *28    These  Karikaa  formulate  the  arguments  proving  the  Eternality  of  the  Word* 


XTI1WALITY  OF  WOBDS.  481 

423*424.  And  inasmuch  as  we  hare  rejected  (under  "  Spkota  ")  any 
such  OJo*s  as  the  u  word  *  Cow,*  ** — it  cannot  be  urged  that  the  aboY® 
a»rgunient8  are  redundant  (because  the  unity  of  the  OZos*  **  word  4  Cow  *  ** 
is  admitted  by  the  adversary  also).  And  if  one  were  to  prove,  (from  the 
above  arguments)  fehe  nnity  of  the  jarf  <&c.  (such  as  "the  jar  seen  to*day  is 
tbe  same  as  the  one  seen  yesterday*  &c.f  <fec.  "), — then,  since  we  too  admit 
of  this  (singleness  of  the  Jar),  with  reference  to  the  Class  "  Jar, "  the  argu- 
ment (urged  by  the  opponent)  would  become  redundant  (specially  as  no  one 
«3»n  reasonably  deny  the  Class  "  jar, "  in  the  way  that  we  have  denied  the 
Class  **  word  *  Cow  *  ").  And  if,  by  the  above  inferential  arguments,  one 
were  to  prove  the  nnity  of  the  individuals  (jar,  &o.), — then  against  this 
we  would  urge  the  contradiction  of  a  fact  of  $m$e-]p&rc€p$i(m>  {the  diversity 
of  the  jara,  considered  individually^  which  is  proved  by  all  means  of 
aright  notion  (since  that  which  is  perceived  by  the  senses  obtains  the 
support  of  all  other  Pramftnas). 

425-426.  Some  people,  finding  the  gross  destruction  (of  objects)  to 
T>e  otherwise  inexplicable,  assume  certain  intermediate  subtle  destructions 
ocscurring  every  moment  (which  they  hold  as  leading  up  to  one  complete 
destruction  in  the  gross  form).  Even  these  people  (the  Bauddhas),  in  the 
ease  of  the  Word,  are  never  cognisant  of  its  gross  dest ruction,  which 
is  greater  (and  as  such  more  easily  perceptible)  than  momentary  destruc- 
tion ;  and  hence  they  are  unable  to  prove  the  destructibility  (non-eternality ) 
of  Words. 

427.  And  the  momentary  destruction  of  even  such  objects  as  the 
jar,  <fec,,  is  to  be  rejected  by  the  aforesaid  arguments  (».e.,  the  arguments 

employed  in  Karikas  417-22  to  prove  the  eteraality  of  the  Word), — inas- 
much as  the  jar  is  recognised  to  be  the  same  now  as  it  was  a  few  seconds 
"before  (which  would  not  be  possible  if  it  had  been  destroyed  at  every 
•moment)  ;  specially,  so  long  as  fehe  jar  seen  (before  us)  is  not  destroyed 
(by  some  extraneous  causes). 

428.  One  who  would  seek  to  prove  the  momentary  destruction  of 

485.428.  The  Bauddha  holds  that  of  all  objects  there  la  an  intelligent  destruction, 
sad  this  they  call  "gross  destruction  ** ;  and  in  order  to  explain  this  they  hold  that 
even  in  the  interim — t.e.,  during  the  time  between  the  production  and  the  destruction  of 
i&e  object— there  are  certain  minute  destructions  going  on  at  every  moment,  which  finally 
bring  abont  the  final  gross  destruction.  And  the  Kirika  means  that  even  these  people 
are  unable  to  prove  the  destruction''©!  ,tbe  word.  Because,  of  the  word,  they  cannofe 
perceive  even  the  gross  destruction,  from  which  they  could  infer  its  momentary  destruc- 
tion, Kobody  Is  ever  cognisant  of  the  utter  destruction  of  the  Word  as  we  are  of  that 
of  the  jar,  Ac.  Consequently,  when  even  snch  avowed  Dettructiomsts  as  the  Bauddhas 
fail  to  prove  the  non-eternality  of  the  Word,  it  is  sheer  daring  on  the  part  of  others  to 
seek  to  prove  such  an  impossible  fact. 
61 
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objects  on  the  strength  of  the  instance  of  the  Flame,  would  be  open  to  tie 
contradiction  of  wellknown  facts  of  Sense- perception  (and Inference),  as 
shown  above  (in  Karikas  417-24). 

429.  (Even  if  we  were  to  admit  of  the  momentary  destruction  of  the 
Jar)  when,  in  one  moment,  it  would  have  been  destroyed  utterly  (with- 
out leaving  any  'trace), — there  would  be  no  material  cause  for  its  appear- 
ance at  the  next  moment,  and  as  such  (the  appearance  of  the  jar  at  the 

.  next  moment)  would  be  inexplicable. 

430.  Because,  prior  to  the  destruction  of  one  momentary  form  of  the 
jar,  the  following  moment  (t.e.,  the  moment  of  the  existence  of  the  next 
momentary  form)  was  absolutely  non-existent;  and  as  such,  at  the  time 
of  the  momentary  destruction  it  could  not  have  any  action   (whereby  it 
could  appear  to  view).     Ar»d  when,  the  next  moment  (which  the  Bauddha 
holds  to  be  the  moment  of  the  re- construction  of  the  jar),  does  appear,  it 
is  itself  swallowed  up  by  negation  (because  no  sooner  would  it  appear, 
than  it  would  be  destroyed,  according  to  the  Bauddha),  and  as  such,   at 
what  time   could  the   subsequent  moment  operate  (towards  the  recon- 
struction of  the  jar)  ? 

43  L  Inasmuch  as  both  of  these  (the  moment  of  the  destruction  of 
the  jar  and  the  moment  of  its  re-appearance)  are  equally  open  to  momen- 
tary destruction  and  re-construction,  they  are  independent  of  one  another  j 
aud  as  such  there  could  be  no  causal  relation  between  the  two  (t*e,,  one 
moment  caunot  in  any  way  bring  about  the  next  moment,  and  as  such  the 
moment  of  the  destruction  of  the  jar  cannot  be  said  to  be  the  cause  "of  the 
appearance  of  the  next  moment  of  the  re-construction,  of  the  Jar);  for  the 
simple  reason  that  the  action  of  the  one  (moment)  could  not  in  any  way 
affect  the  other  (as  the  two  do  not  exist  at  one  and  the  same  time). 

432.  Because  an  object  (the  next  moment,  /.«.)  which  has  not  yet 
acquired  existence  cannot  be  an  auxiliary  to  another  object  (the  foregoing 
moment)  ;  nor  can  an  object,  when  destroyed,  be  so ;  and  as  for  any  cou- 
ti nuance  (of  the  object)  during  which  it  could  operate  towards  any  effect, 
there  is  no  such  thing  (for  the  Bauddha,  who  holds  every  object  to  be  un- 
dergoing momentary  destructions), 

438.  Just  as  the  peculiar  odour,  &c.,  appearing  after  the  destruction 
of  the  jar,  is  not  held  to  be  the  effect  of  that  destruction — so  in  the  same 

**•  If  the  'jar  were  destroyed  in  one  moment)  how  could  it  continue  the  nexl 
moment  ?  special!/  as  there  is  no  trace  of  the  jar  left  which  could  serve  to  produce  the 
jar  anew  for  the  next  moment. 

**i  Reconstruction  all  along  means  the  appearance  of  the  jar  at  the  moment 
after  momentary  destruction  of'  the  jar.  Because  the  Bauddha  holds  that  the  object 
is  undergoing  destruction  and  reconstruction  every  moment. 

*»s  This  is  meant  to  show  that  mere  antecedence  ia  not  enough  to   establish 
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manner  would  oilier  subsequent  forms  of  the  jar  also  (not  be  the  effect  of 
the  foregoing  destroyed  form  of  it), 

434.  Therefore  a  Cause  is  only  that  of  which  we  Hud  a  certain  action 
(necessarily)  preceding  the  appearance  of  the  effect;  and  mere  antecedence 
does  not  (make  a  Cause). 

435.  Even  in  the  case  of  the  Plarae,  it  cannot  be  proved  that  it  under- 
goes destruction  every  moment.    The  fact  (in  the  case  of  the  Flame)  in 
that  its  extremely  subtle  particles  keep  quickly  moving  on  (and  this  gives 
rise  to  the  idea  of  its  momentary  destruction,  though  in  fact  there  is  no 
destruction  at  all). 

436-437.  Round  about  the  burning  wick  a  large  quantity  of  Light; 
exists  in  a  collected  form ;  and  that  much  of  ife  which  proceeds  upward,  is 
known  as  the  "  Flame  " ;  and  that  which  goes  even  beyond  this  (Flame)  is 
known  as  the  Radiance  (diffused  by  the  Flame) ;  and  that  which  goes 
«ven  beyond  this  is  extremely  subtle,  and  is  nofc  cognised  at  all ;  (and  it  is 
this  process  of  regular  motion  or  diffusion  of  Light,  that  gives  rise  to  the 
idea  that  the  Flame  undergoes  momentary  destructions). 

438-439.  The  particles  of  Light  cannot  proceed  upwards  while  the 
way  is  blocked  by  the  foregone  particles ;  consequently  as  these  latter 
move  on,  and  clear  the  way,  the  former  continue  to  come.  Consequently 
even  if  these  particles  of  Light  happen  to  touch  one  another,  in  a  heap  of 
straw  for  instance,  they  do  not  become  augmented  (and  hence  do  nofc  bum 
the  straw)  (because  they  keep  on  moving  and  do  not  stay  long  enough  to 
have  any  joint  effect).  Similarly  in  the  case  of  the  Word,  there  is 
no  augmentation  of  it,  because  of  the  extreme  quickness  of  the  sounds 
(manifesting  the  Word)  (t.0.,  even  if  the  word  be  pronounced  several 
times,  it  does  not  undergo  an  increase,  because  the  sounds  proceed  so 
quickly  as  not  to  form  any  conglomeration  of  themselves,  which  alone  could 
cause  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  the  Word). 

440.  The  youthf  nlness,  &c.,  of  the  body  are  brought  about  by  the 
modifications  (of  the  bodily  molecules) ;  and  (in  the  body)  what  is  recog- 
nised by  people  (to  be  the  same  to-day  as  it  was  yesterday)  is  only  the 
arrangement  (of  the  molecules,  t.e.,  the  shape  of  the  body). 

causal  relation,  whic,h  stands  in  greater  need  of  a  potentiality  in  the  cause,  for  bring- 
ing about  the  effect. 

488.489  This  anticipates  the  objection  that,  "  granted  that  the  Flame  is  not  destroy- 
ed, irliy  should  it  move  along  ?  It  may  continue  to  exist  in  the  same  place.** 

**°  The  Karika  is  aimed  at  the  VaigesHikas.  The  body,  they  urge,  is  undergoing 
momentary  modifications,  and  is  perishable,  and  yet  we  have  recognition  of  the  body 
being  the  same  to-day  as  it  was  yesterday.  The  KIrikI  explains  this  by  showing  thai 
tlie  object  of  recognition  is  not  every  particle  of  the  body  which  is  being  every 
moment  modified ; — bnt  the  particular  shape  of  the  body  which  continues  the  fame 
from  childhood  to  old  age. 
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441.  Inasmuch  as  the  states  (of  the  Body) — of  production,  exists 
and  destruction — are  such  as  belong  to  it,  as  well  as  to  others, — and  as  si 
are  not  absolutely  identical  with  it, — there  can  be  no  contradiction  (in  1 
fact  of  the  continuance  of  the  body  during  all  the  time  tbat  its  vari< 
states  are  being  destroyed  and  reconstructed)  ;— as  this  (contradiction)  1 
already  been  rejected  above  (under  "  Akrti  ") 

442.  The  theory  that  Recognition  (of  an  object  as  being  the  sa 
to-day  as  it  was  yesterday)  is  due  to  the  fact  of   the  (two  forms  of   tl 
object  being  related  to  the  same  series,  is  to  be  rejected  by  the  same  arj 
ments,  as  have  been  used  for  the  rejection  of  the  "  Series  of  Cognitiot 
(as  held  by  the  Bauddha),  based  on  the  impossibility  of  the  Series  bei 
either  different  or  non-different  from  the  members  forming  the  series. 


448.  Thus,  it  havingbeen  proved  (through  Recognition)  that  the  W 
continues  to  exist  (at  least)  during  the  time  intervening  between  its  i 
hearing  and  its  subsequent  recognition  (as  being  the  same), — no  ot 
arguments  could  prove  its  perishability  (non-eternality) . 

444.  In  the  case  of  the  Cloth,  &c.,   we  find  that  they  are  destro; 
either  on  account  of  their  being  cut  by  instruments,  or  on  account  of  tl 
becoming  too  old ;  whereas,  in  the  case  of  the  Word,  there  are  no  si 
causes  o£  destruction. 

445.  The  arguments,  that  have  served  to  reject  the  theory  of 
Word  being  made  up  of  the  atoms  of  Letters  (as  held  by  the  Jainas,  i 
which  atoms  are)  called  by  them  "Pudgalas,"  would  also  serve  to  reject 
theory  of  the  Word  being  made  up  of  the  atoms  of  Air  (and  as  such  be 

441  This  anticipates  the  objection  thafc,  "  since  the  states  of  the  body  are  un 
going  momentary  destruction  and  reconstruction,  why  should  not  these  be  attribute* 
the  Body  as  well,  inasmuch  as  the  Body  is  non- different  from  its  states  ?  "  The  sc 
o€  the  reply  is  that  if  the  Body  were  absolutely  identical  with  its  states,  then 
destruction  of  these  would  bring  about  the  destruction  of  the  Body.  But  as  a  raa 
of  fact,  there  is  no  such  identity,  and  hence  there  is  no  contradiction  in  the  shap 
the  Body  continuing  the  same,  even  while  its  states  are  undergoing  momentary 
strucfcion  and  reconstruction ;  specially  as  it  has  been  shown,  in  the  chapter  on  "  Ak\ 
that  every  object  has  three  states — those  of  production,  existence  and  destruction. 

U»  The  Bauddha  asserts  that  the  jar  is  recognised  to  be  the  same  to-da; 
yesterday,  because  there  is  a  series  of  destructions  and  reconstructions  affecting  the 
and  it  is  on  account  of  the  present  shape  of  the  jar  forming  part  of  the  same  seriei 
the  form  perceived  yesterday,  that  it  is  recognised  to  be  the  same.  The  KSrika  me 
that  against  this  theory  we  should  urge  the  arguments— e^.,  Is  the  series  differeni 
non-different  from  the  individual  forms  of  the  jar?  and  so  forth— that  we  have  ur 
above,  against  the  possibility  of  the  "  Series  of  Cognitions." 

445  This  refers  to  SutraT — i — 21. 

4.46  This  refers  to  Sutra  I — I — 22. 


ETEBN1LITY  OP   WORDS.  485 

luacJe  tip  of  component  parte).  Therefore,  Inasmuch  as  people  are  neyer 
cognisant  of  any  Cause  (productive)  of  the  Word,  and  as  everywhere 
"fcfee  Word  is  found  In  its  own  complete  form  by  itself  (and  not  as  made  up 
of  component  Words), — the  Word  must  be  (admitted  to  be)  eternal. 

End  of  the  chapter  on  the  Eternality  of 
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APHORISMS  XXIV  to  XXVI. 

ON  SENTENCE. 
Objections  against  th$  etemality  of  the  Veda  : — 

1.    "Even  though  you  have  proved  tlie  Eternal!  ty  of  Words,  of  tin 
>  objects  (in  the  form  of  Class)  signified  by  words,  and  of  the  relations  o; 
Iheise,— yet  that  does  not  prove  the  validity  (and  eternality)  of  the  Vedi 
with  regard  to  the  meanings  of  sentences* 

2-4.  "  Would  the  meaning  of  a  sentence  he  expressed  by  tlu 
Words,  individually,  or  collectively  ?  or,  by  a  Word  (in  the  shape  of  i 
syntactical  Sphota)  altogether  different  (from  the  Sentence  and  the  word; 
composing  it)?  or,  by  the  meanings  of  words  as  before  (individually  o: 
collectively)  ?  or,  by  the  means  of  cognising  these  (Meanings  of  Words)  1 
or,  either  by  the  Remembrance  (of  these)  or  by  the  Relation  (of  Word* 
and  Meanings)  or  by  an  Idea  of  this  (Relation) — and  by  these  too,  indi  vi 
dually  or  collectively?  None  of  these  can  be  the  means  (of  getting  at  th.< 
meanings  of  Sentences),  because  none  o!  these  is  known  to  have  airy 
connection  (with  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence). 

4*5.  "  One  thing  (the  Word,  &c.)  being  totally  different  from  anotliei 
(the  sentence  and  its  meaning),  and  being  altogether  unconnected  wife! 
it,  cannot  bring  about  its  comprehension.  Because  a  relation  (or  connec- 
tion) which  is  not  cognised,  is  as  good  as  non-existing.  In  fact,  the  exist- 
ence too  of  that  which  is  not  cognised  by  the  ordinarily  accepted  means 
of  rierht  notion,  cannot  be  believed  to  be  true. 

6.  "And  again,  the  reality  of  the  sentence  and  its  meaning,  as  dis- 
tinct entities,  is  not  possible ; — inasmuch  as  they  'cannot  be  explained  to 
be  either  different  or  non-different  from  Words  and  their  meanings. 

7.  "Because  they  (Sentence  and   its  Meaning)  are  never   cognised 

1  Now  begins  the  consideration,  of  SCLfcra  24  which  embodies  an  f  objection 
againat  the  validity  of  the  Teda.  "  Even  If  (words  and  their  relations)  were  eternal, 
these  would  be  incapable  of  expressing  (the  meaning  of  Yedic  Sentences),  because  the 
(cognition  of  the)  meaning  (of  Sentences)  is  not  due  to  these  (words,  <&c.)"  (I — i — 24). 

4.6  e'Becau$&tf  $*c" — Even  if  there  be  a  relation  between  the  words  and  the  meaning1 
ot-tho  Sentence  composed  by  them ;  since  we  are  never  cognisant  of  any  such  relation 
(^bV,t!i$  time  of  nttering  a  sentence)  we  may  accept  it  to  be  as  good  as  non-existing*  5 
3g!^e  being  unknown,  it  is  of  no  use. 

!"'•"*  If  all  tlxo  words  were  heard  all  at  once,  then  alone  conk!  the  Sentence  be  said 

*Vf, 
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apart  from  them  (Words  and  Meanings),  For  can  they  be  beld  to  be 
aggregates  of  these  (i*.f  the  sentence  cannot  "be  taid  to  be  the  a^regato 
of  Words,  and  the  Mining  of  the  Sentence  cannot  be  taid  to  be  the 
aggregate  of  the  meaning  of  Words),—  -inasmuch  as  there  m  BO  simul- 
taneity in  their  comprehension  (i.e.,  the  words  are  heard  and  understood 
one  after  the  other,  and  not  all  at  once). 

8.  Mere  simultaneity  in  existence  (that  is,  the  mere  fact  of  th© 
Words  having  the  common  character  of  ea,uttng}  can  be  of  no  help  in  the 
usage  (of  Sentences).    Otherwise,  all  (Words)  being  eternally  existentt 
(we  would  always  bave  a  cognition  of  all    words  together,  and)   there 
would  be  no  comprehension  of  any  particular  Words* 

9,  "And  again,  even  thongb  there  is  simultaneity  of  etistence,  yet, 
since  the  cognitions  (of  the  Words)  are  gradual  (appearing  one  after  the 
otter),  therefore  tbere  is  no  possibility  of  a  colleciahre  cognition.    And  it 
is  for  this  reason  that  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  is  not  cognised  to  be 
an  aggregate  of  these  (meanings  of  Words), 

10-11.  "It  is  an  established  fact  that  the  Sentence  and  its  Meaning 
are  (necessarily)  preceded  by  (a  cognition  of)  the  relation,  (subsisting 
among  the  Words  composing  the  sentence,  and  between  tbe  complete  sen- 
tence and  the  meaning  sought  to  be  conveyed  by  it),  And  mutually  in- 
dependent (unconnected)  Words  (such  as  *  House,  Elephant,  Cow,  €hrass, 
Man  ')  are  never  known  as  a  Sentence.  And  no  Belation  is  possible  where 
there  is  no  dependence. 

11-12.  "  Either  Words  or  Letters  do  not,  by  themselves  (£«*,  inde- 
pendently of  their  meanings),  stand  in  need  of  one  another,  —  as  we  find 
in  the  case  of  meaningless  Words  and  Letters  (which,  are  never  found  to 
be  in  need  of  one  another). 

12-13.  "And  again,  so  long  as  a  Word  has  not  been  uttered,  it  can- 
not stand  in  need  of  another.  And  as  for  simultaneity  (of  utterance  of 
two  words  one  of  which,  would  require  another),  it  is  not  possible.  And 
when  the  Word  has  been  uttered,  it  instantly  disappears  (since  its  utter- 
ance does  not  continue  for  any  length  of  time)  (and  as  such  even  after  be- 
ing uttered,  the  Word  does  not  continue  long  enough  to  stand  in  need 
of  another  Word)* 


to  Be  an  aggreogate  or  *.hese.    Because  in  fehe  atsrence  of  snob  simultaneity  the 
eannOb  ba  recognised  as  forming  a  single  eompo»^fc  whole. 

lto.ll  "  Jfo  relation*  $*<?."—  1\$.»  unless,  among  the  irpztie  forming  &  Sentence,  it  "be 
shown  thai  one  word  requires  another,  there  cwgt  jto'&o  relation  between  them*    And 

unless  Uiere  be  SQJP&  relation  among  $h&  Words,  t^y  cannot  form  a  Sentence,  As  a 
unatter  of  fact,  the  Word  m  jfcself  cannot  have  auj1  n««d  of  another  word,  »nd  as  snch 
in  themselres,  the  words  earmot  j^sa^d  to.  hare  any  relation  nmong 
hence  fcUsy  eaulibi'be  said  to  form  a  ^0»^el^B»  ,  (S©0  next  IC.arik§). 
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13-14  "Even  if  there  be  a  dependence,  there  can  be  no  K. 
in  any  of  the  generally  known  forms  of  Cause  and  Effect  or  Gonfunc 
Inherence. 

14*15.  "  If  it  be  urged  that  among  the  Words  there  is  the  r 
of  inherence  in  a  single  object  (vizi  the  Sentence), — then,  all  words  € 
inhering  in  the  ika$a  (and  thus  haying  a  common  relation 
themselves,  we  conld  have  a  Sentence  made  up  of  all  the  wo 
existence);  and  consequently  there  conld  be  no  difference  in  the  com 
(of  any  Sentence)  with  Words, — whether  they  be  nttered  or  not  n 
and  whether  they  be  capable  or  incapable  (of  such  connection). 

15-17.    "And  as  for  the  (common)  relation  of  being  engaged 
and  the  same  action  (of  bringing  about  a  comprehension  of  the  Sentei 
such  action  could  only  be  with  regard  to  that  which  is  manifested 
that  which  is  produced  (by  the  Words).    As  for  the  objects  mat 
by  the  Words,  these  are  different  (in  each  Word),  on  account  of  the 
ence  of  the  Words  themselves.    Consequently  these  (words)  cannol 
about  any  one  collective  Idea  (with  regard  to  all  the  objects,  deno 
tlie  various  words  composing  a  sentence,  considered  as  forming  a 
conglomerated  whole).    And  as  for  the  idea  of  the  objects  taken 
dually,  they  differ  with  each  individual  Word. 

17-19.  "Nor  is  it  possible  for  any  single  Idea  to  be  produ 
these  (Words),  differing,  as  they  do,  among  themselves,  and  app 
one  after  the  other.  And  if  (in  the  manner  explained  by  you)  tl 
nition  of  the  sentence  were  only  in  parts  (according  as  we  percei 
words  one  after  the  other),  we  could  never  have  an  idea  of  the  Se 
and  its  meaning,  as  a  single  whole  in  itself.  And,  in  the  absence 
contradictory  fact  rejecting  it,  we  cannot  assert  the  partial  cogniti 
the  component  parts  of  a  Sentence)  to  be  a  mistake.  For,  how  conic 
be  any  truth  in  the  mistaken  notion  of  the  singleness  and  im; 
character  (of  the  Sentence)? 

19-20.    "Either    mutual    intimate    relation    (Safaarga)  or     r 

18.14  Hone  of  these  relations  could  make  all  the  words  into  a  single  co 
whole. 

n.W  « .For  how  could,  §rc.'*~— The  only  notion  that  could  contradict  an* 
the  cognition  of  the  parts  of  a  Sentence  is  the  idea  of  the  sentence  as  &  single  In: 
whole.  Bat  inasmuch  as  the  cognition  of  the  parts  of  a  ^ontenoe  is  direct 
oeptible,  and  that  of  the  sentence  as  a  whole,  attest,  only  inferable ;  therefore  th 
be  no  doubt  as  to  which  of  the  two  is  feo  be  accepted  as  correct.  Therefore  tl 
of  the  sentence  as  one  and  itnpartite  being  contradicted  by  the  perceptible  fact 
cognition  of  the  parts  of  the  Sentence  severally,  mnst  be  held  to  bo  wrong,  anc 
never  be  the  other  way. 

19.80  Jfc  has  been  shown  that  in,  the  absence  of  any  relation  the  words  cai 
held  to  form  a  Sentence,  It  is  now  shown  that  for  the  same  reason  of  want  of  relai 
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exclusion  is  not  possible  for  Ideas, — because  each  of  these  has  only  a 
momentary  existence;  therefore  either  Intimate  Relation  or  Mutual  Exelu" 
gion  (of  the  meaning  of  Words  composing  a  Sentence)  cannot  be  accepted 
to  oonstitnte  tbe  meaning  (of  tbe  Sentence). 

2G-2L  "  If  tbe  notion  of  tbe  word  *  Cow  '  continued  to  exist  at  tbe 
moment  of  tlie  appearance  of  tbe  notion  of  *  White,  * — then  only  could 
the  notion  of  the  *  Cow  *  be  excluded,  by  tbe  notion  of  *  White,  *  from 
others  (black  cows,  &c.)>  or  be  associated  { in  intimate  relation)  with  it. 

21-23.  **  And  of  notions  there  can  be  no  association, — because  it  is 
impossible  for  them  to  have  any  sncli  relation  as  Conjunction,  Ac.  And 
as  for  the  fact  of  their  inhering  in  the  same  Soul  (that  of  the  speaker  or 
hearer)  (which  you  may  urge  as  a  ground  of  the  association  or  intimate 
relation  of  the  notion  of  the  *Cow'  and  'White*),— this  (relation)  is 
common  to  the  notions  of  the  *  Horse/  the  'Elephant,'  4c.  (and  as  such  you 
would  have  to  admit  such  utterances  as  *  Horse,  Elephant,  Camel,  Grass, 
Ac/  to  be  properly  expressive,  which  is  an  absurdity).  The  same  may 
h©  said  with  regard  to  contiguous  appearance  (or  entrance)  (which  too  you 
may  urge  as  the  ground  of  intimate  relation  between  'White*  and  *Oow,* 
but  this  too  is  equally  applicable  to  the  Sentence  *  Horse  Elephant  *).  For 
is  there  any  mutual  dependence  (or  requirement,  between  the  notions  of 
*  White*  and  *Cowf),  just  as  (it  has  been  shown  that  there  is  no  mutual 
dependence)  among  Words;  because  the  notions  being  all  only  momen- 
tary, there  is  no  simultaneity  in  their  existence;  and  as  such,  what  notion 
could  depend  upon  ( stand  in  need  of)  another  notion  ? 

23-24,  "And  it  is  for  this  reason  that  the  notioms  of  the  words 
'White*  and  'Cow*  cannot  bring  about  a  single  collective  notion  of 

meaning  of  tbe  Word*  cannot  make  tip  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence.  The  Miminsafca 
holds  tike  meaning  of  the  Sentence  to  consist  of  the  nratnal  intimate  relation  among 
tne  meanings  of  Words.  According  to  them  the  word  "cow"  Denotes  only  the 
class  caw,  and  is  indifferent  with  regard  to  the  individual  cow.  And  when  t&a  word 
"  White"  comes  id  he  added,  this  only  serves  to  express  a  relation  of  the  class  aw  with 
a  particular  property  whiteness.  And  when  this  relation  has  been  dnly  comprehended 
there  follows  the  implication  of  the  exclusion  of  all  cows  other  than  those  that  are 
white.  Thus  then,  according  to  these  people,  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  c*  White  Cow  ** 
consists  of  the  relation  between  the  class  Cow  and  the  property  whiteness.  Those  who 
hold  the  denotation  .of  the  word  to  be  in  individuals  explain  the  meaning  of  a  sentence 
im  the  same  manner.  This  theory  is  objected  to  on  the  following  gronnds:  Do  these . 
Intimate  Relation  and  Exclusion  belong  to  the  Words  or  to  the  notions  of  Words,  or  to 
the  meanings  of  Words,  or  to  the  notion  of  these  meanings?  None  of  these  is  possible. 
Beoanse  they  cannot  belong  to  the  Words ;  nor  can  they  belong  to  the  notions  of  Words; 
because  the  notion  of  the  word  cannot  continue  long  enough  to  become  related  to  that 
of  the  word  "  White.**  This  is  what  is  shown  in  the  following  Kariki. 

W-*l  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  each  of  these  notions  is  only  momentmy  and  cancot 
continue  for  any  length  of  time. 
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the  'White  Cow'), — which  (collective  notion)  alone  could  justify,  for  its 
own  sake,  the  assumption  of  the  mutual  intimate  relation  among  all  the 
notions  (of  the  individual  words  'Cow*  and  'White*  severally). 

24-25.  "Inasmuch  as  such  mutual  intimate  relation  and  exclusion 
appear  internally  (in  the  mind  of  the  hearer), — if  they  were  to  appear 
externally  in  the  shape  of  an  object  (the  white  cow,  sought  to  be  denoted 
by  the  Sentence) — they  could  only  be  similar  to  a  dream,  iu  authenticity. 

25-26.  "As  a  matter  of  fact,  no  cognition  is  possible,  in  the  absence 
of  any  external  object  (for  its  substrate)  existing  at  any  of  the  three 
points  of  time  (past,  present  or  future).  And,  iu  the  present  instance 
(of  the  cognition  of  Mutual  Association  and  Exclusion  of  the  notions  of 
words)  there  is  no  possibility  of  any  external  object  (such  as  Associa- 
tion or  Exclusion,  that  could  be  asserted  to  be  the  substrate  of  the  said 
cognition),  .  • 

26-27.  "Thus  then,  the  fact  is  that,  even  in  the  absence  of  the  ap- 
pearance of  any  cognition  (of  the  Association),  you  have  an  assumption  of 
such  appearance.  Or,  the  assumption  of  the  Association  (of  Cognition) 
may  be  due  to  the  Association  of  external  objects  (t'.e.,  the  Association 
really  belonging  to  external  objects  is  wrongly  attributed  to  Cognitions). 

2.7-28.  "Thus  then,  the  relation  of  the  qualification  and  the  quali- 
fied (i.e.,  Association)  cannot  belong  to  the  Notions  (of  the  "Word  and  its 
meaning).  Similarly,  with  the  Word  and  the  notion  thereof,  since  there 
is  no  difference  produced  (in  the  Word  either  by  Association  or  Exclusion, 
by  any  other  Word)  therefore  even  the  Word  and  the  notion  thereof  could 
not  be  held  to  constitute  the  Sentence. 

28-29,  "For  even  after  the  addition  of  the  word  « White,'  the  word 
4 Cow'  remains  just  the  same  (as  it  was  before).  Even  if  the  word 
'White*  be  uttered  before  the  word  *  Cow, '  this  latter  remains  the  same ; 
similarly  with  the  notions  of  the  Word  also  (the  notion  of  the  word 
'Cow*  is  not  changed  by  the  addition  of  the  word  'White'). 

29-30.  "Nor  could  there  be  any  qualification  between  Whiteness  and 
the  class  *  Cow*  (forming  the  meanings  of  the  word  *  White'  and  'Cow* 

84.86  This  meets  the  argument  that  the  mutual  intimate  relation  of  the  words 
*< White11  and  "Cow"  actually  appear  in  the  mind  of  the  hearer.  The  sense  of  the 
KarikS  is  that,  even  if  this  do  appear,  it  can  only  resemble  a  dream  in  authenticity. 

8T.88  «jyo  specification"— The  Word  "Cow*  remains  the  same  even  after  the 
word  c< White*'  is  added;  the  word  "White1*  produces  no  change  in  the  word  "  Cow/* 

89.80  it  has  been  proved  that  the  notion  of  the  meanings  of  words  cannot  hare 
any  Association  or  Exclusion,  and  as  such  the  notion  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  "Cow" 
cannot  undergo  any  difference  by  the  notion  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  "White."  It 
is  now  shown  that  even  the  meanings  of  the  words  themselves  cannot  have  any  quali- 
fying effect  upon  another — and  as  such  these  cannot  constitute  the  sentence, 
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respeetiTely)  ;  because  between  these  there  cannot  be  either  Association 
or  Exclusion. 

30*31.  "  Because  neither  the  class  Whiteness  is  affected  (associated) 
by  the  class  'Cot*?,*  nor  is  the  class  *00t0*  affected  by  the  f  clots  Whiteness. 
Because  these  classes  do  not  belong  to  (inhere  in)  one  another;  inasmuch 
as  each  of  them  inheres  in  the  individuals  (contained  in  it). 

31-32.  u  ETCH  if  Individual  were  affected  by  them  (i.«.,  ereu  if  the  in- 
dividua  Goto  were  affected  hy  the  individual  WMtenessy*  this  fact  could 
not  constitute  any  relation  between  the  words  (*  White*  and  *Cow*} 
inasmuch  as  these  (words)  do  not  refer  ta  Indi?iduals  (but  to  Glasses). 

32-33.  "And  when  the  Individuals  (Whiteness  and  Cow)  are  not 
denoted  by  the  Words,  —  even  though  they  happen  to  consist;  in  a  single 
substrate  (the  white  Oow\  yet  this  fact  alone  cannot  authorise  any  rela- 
tion between  the  Words  themselves  ;—  j  usfc  as  in  the  case  of  the  Cow  and 
the  Horse,  both  of  which  co-exist  on  the  same  earth  (yet  there  is  no  rela- 
tion between  them).  And  even  in  a  case  where  colour  (smell)  &a»  co-exist 
in  a  single  substrate  (the  jar,  f.i.)»  tiiere  *s  no  Cation  among  these 
(Colour,  &c.)  themselves. 

34-35.  "And  (as  a  matter  of  fact)  there  are  no  grounds  even  for  as- 
serting the  fact  of  the  Class  '  Oow  '  and  the  property  *  Whiteness1  inhering 
ia  a  single  individual  (the  white  cow)  ;  because  this  fact  o!  the  singleness 
of  the  individual  (in  which  these  would  inhere)  could  only  be  based  on  the 
ground  of  an  inherent  relation  (between  the  denotations  of  the  two 


The  Class  "Whiteness"  inheres  in  the  individual  "White/*  and  cannot 
inhere  in  the  class  '*  Cow." 

SO*  This  meets  the  objection  that,  "even  though  the  Individual  Cow  is  not  denoted 
by  the  word,  yet  there  is  such  a  single  individual  Cow  as  in  which  the  class"  Cow*1 
and  the  property  "Whiteness**  both  co-exist.  And  thus  this  fact  of  a  single  individual 
being  the  Cow  and  haying  the  property  of  whiteness  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
Sentence  "  White  Cow**  is  one  and  has  a  single  denotation  (in  the  shape  of  the  white 
Cow}. 

"And  &v~en>  &o."—  This  meets  the  objection  that  we  do  not  hold  mere  singleness 
of  substrate  (as  in  the  case  of  the  Cow  and  the  Horse)  to  constitute  the  meaning  of 
a  sentence;  what  we  mean  is  that  the  meaning  of  a  sentence  is  that  object  wherein 
inhere  the  denotations  of  the  words  forming  the  sentence;  and  in  the  case  of  the 
8  White  Cow  *  we  hare  such  an  object  In  the  shape  of  the  whit*  Cow,  The  sense 
of  the  Kariki  is  that  even  the  fact  of  finhering  in  a  single  substrate  does  not  consti- 
tute  a  ground  of  any  relation  between  the  inhering  factors  5  because  we  find  that  in 
a  single  object,  jar,  smell  and  colour  inhere,  while  there  is  no  relation  between  these. 
Therefore  even  though  the  denotations  of  the  words  "  White  *  and  "  Cow  *  happen  to  in- 
here  in  a  single  individual  cow,  yet  this  fact  alone  cannot  authorise  any  relation  among 
ihe  two  words*  on  the,  ground  of  which  relation  we  could  hold  the  two  words  to  form  ** 
single  sentence,  and  the  denotations  of  these  words  to  form  the  singl^denotaMon,  of  the 
sentence  as  a  whole. 
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words,  if  such  relation  exist  at  all);  and  this  inherent  relation  too  has 
been  shown  to  Tbe  based  on  the  singleness  of  the  individual  (in  which  they 
would  inhere);  and  as  such  you  have  mutual  interdependence. 

35-36.  "Nor  is  there  any  such  (third)  Worc|  as  wonld  bring  about 
the  notion  of  the  singleness  of  the  individual.  (Even  if  there  did  exist 
such  a  Word)  nor  is  the  singleness  of  the  individual  capable  of  being  ex- 
pressed by  the  word.  Even  if  the  individual  were  so  expressible,  its 
singleness  could  not  be  (denoted). 

36-37.  "If  you  assume  the  relation  (between  the  denotations  of  the 
two  words  *  White*  and  'Cow')  on  the  ground  of  the  singleness  of  the 
object  as  conceived  by  us,  then  why  could  not  we  have  the  relation 
between  the  Jar  and  the  Tree,  in  both  of  which  we  have  a  conception  of 
the  single  indentical  class  'Earthy*  (i.e.,  both  are  equally  made  of  the 
Earth)  ? 

37-38.  "The  mention  of  'White'  does  not  serve  to  exclude  the 
Class  'Cow'  from  the  black  Cow,  <fcc.  And  hence  the  denotation  of 
tliese  (latter)  (by  the  word  'Cow*)  being  natural,  is  never  set  aside  by 
tae  mere  mention  of  'White/ 

38-39.  "Even  if  the  negation  of  the  Hack,  &c.,  be  the  denotation  of  the 
word  *  White, ' — still  the  only  ground  for  the  inherence  of  this  Whiteness 
in  the  Oow  is  mere  proximity  (of  the  word  'White*  with  the  word  'Cow'  in 
the  sentence), — and  this  is  not  a  sufficiently  strong  proof  (of  the  relation). 

39*40.  "  And  so  long  as  it  has  not  been  distinctly  expressed  by  the 
word  that  it  denotes  such  and  such  an  object, — if  one  were  to  determine 
its  denotation  of  his  own  accord,  all  that  he  would  fix  upon  as  being  the 
denotation  of  the  Word  would  be  such  as  is  not  at  all  connected  with  the 
Word. 

40-42.  "And  if  such  a  denotation  (as  that  'white'  means  the  white 
cow)  were  to  be  inferred  from  the  proximity  of  the  words  '  White '  and 
1  Cow, ' — even  then  (since  this  inferred  relation  could  only  refer  to 
whiteness  and  cow  in  general)  the  fact  of  the  word  ('  white ')  referring  to 
this  particular  object  (before  the  speaker)  could  only  be  inferred  from 
proximity  (of  the  speaker  and*  the  hearer  to  the  particular  coiv  before 
them);  and  thus  then,  if  we  were  to  assume  the  denotation  of  the  word 
('  white')  to  extend  so  far  (as  the  particular  cow), — then  there  would  be 

M-89  Because  syntactical  connection  is  very  much  weaker  than  direct  assertion. 

40.4*  "  Being  apart  from  *i»,  #•«."— The  direct  assertion  of  the  Word  refers  only 
to  the  class  cows  hence  by  making  the  word  refer  to  the  particular  cow  Proximity 
goes  against  Direct  Assertion,  and  as  such  cannot  be  included  in  verbal  Testimony  5 
nor  can  it  be  included  in  any  other  means  of  Bight  Notion.  Therefore  it  becomes 
groundless  and  invalid,  and  as  such  cannot  serve  as  a  proof  of  any  relation  of  whiteness 
with  the  particular  cow. 
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no  end  (to  these  assumed  denotations).  Hence,  being  apart  from  the 
six  Means  of  Bight  JSTotion,  Proximity  remains  without  any  footing  (of 
validity )  (as  a  ground  of  the  relation,  of  whiteness  with  the  particular 
cow). 

42-4*3.  "  Kor  do  we  perceive,  in  the  word  *  cow  *  (in  the  expression 
'white  cowj),  the  genitive  affix,  which  could  point  to  a  relation  (of  the 
cow  with  whiteness. )  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  even  if  there  were  sach 
a  genitive  affix,  the  relation  (between  whiteness  and  the  particular  cow) 
eonld  not  "be  directly  denoted ;  because  the  fact  (of  such  relation  being 
directly  denoted  by  the  Words)  has  been  rejected  above  (on  the  ground 
that  the  direct  denotation  of  the  word  *  Cow  *  refers  to  the  class,  and  not 
to  any  particular  individual  Cow ). 

48-44.  "  (The  word  *  white '  cannot  be  held  to  qualify  the  parti- 
cular cow,  which  is  indicated,  though  not  directly  denoted,  by  the  word 

*  Cow* ;  because)  An  object  (the  particular  cow)  which  is  indicated  (and 
not  directly  denoted)  (by  something,  f.i.,  by  the  word,  *cowy)  is  ne?er 
found  to  be  qualified  by  another  word  (such  as  *  white  *),  or  by  affixes 
(attached    to    the    word    eCowJ), — as   for    instance,    in     'Dhumo'yam 

jvalati  *  ( Wire  is  indicated,  through  inference,  by  the  smoke,  and  It  cannot 
be  held  to  be  qualified,  in  the  aforesaid  Sentence,  by  the  action  of  burning, 
or  by  the  affix  in  *  dhftmah  *). 

44-45.  "Even  if  (mutual)  connection  or  exclusion  (of  others)  be 
assumed  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  sentence, — then  too*  inasmuch  as 
this  (Connection  or  Exclusion)  extends  only  so  far  as  the  object  denoted 
by  the  Words,  the  connection,  <fec.,  of  the  different  words  can  never 
constitute  a  Sentence  (as  a  complete  whole  in  itself). 

45-46.  "Because  the  Connection  and  Exclusion  are  nothing  apart 
from  the  Meanings  of  the  Words.  Nor  can  the  words  be  said  to  produce  a 
new  entity  (in  the  shape  of  the  Sentence),  by  the  help  of  these  (Connec- 
tion and  Exclusion). 

46-47.  "  For  the  Class  and  Property  (as  denoted  by  the  words  *  cow  * 
and  *  white*  respectively)  do  not  produce  any  new  object  in  the  external 
World.  And  in  the  absence  of  any  such  object,  if  there  be  a  notion  of 
it,  it  can  only  be  false,  like  a  dream. 

47-48-  "  One,— who  holds  that  the  object  denoted  by  the  sentence 
consists  of  the  already  existing  particular  objects  (the  particular  cow  as 
qualified  by  whiteness),  manifested  (or  implied,  by  the  Words,  *  cow  *  and 

*  white,'  which  directly  express  the  class  and  the  property)  through  prox- 
imity (of  the  Words,  as  appearing  in  the  Sentence),— even  for  him,  this 
(denotation  of  the  Sentence)  cannot  be  one  (because  each  word  of  the 
Sentence  has  a  distinct  connection  with  the  rest,  and  as  such  in  a  single 
Sentence,  the  conn  otions  of  Words  would  be  many  and  not  one  . 
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48-49.  "  And  further,  there  is  no  ground  for  believing  in  the  previous 
existence  (of  the  particular  objects),  in  the  absence  of  any  recognition 
of  these;  for  the  actual  objective  reality  of  these  (particular  objects)  are 
not  the  cause  of  the  Existence  of  the  Words  (inasmuch  as  the  Words 
denote  classes  and  not  particular  individuals). 

49-50.  "  In  the  same  manner,  if  it  be  assumed  that  there  is  a  final 
conglomeration  of  all  the  Words  from  the  first  to  the  last  (word  of  the 
Sentence),  —  even  then  the  Words  cannot  be  said  to  form  the  Sentence, 
inasmuch  as  there  is  no  mutual  help  among  the  Words. 

50-52.  "For,  if  the  first  Word  of  the  Sentence  were  specially  affected 
(qualified  or  specified),  by  the  other  Words  (of  the  Sentence),  then  this 
(first)  Word  alone  would  constitute  the  Sentence,  the  other  words  being 
only  secondary  qualifications  (only  serving  to  elucidate  the  object  denoted 
by  the  first  Word).  The  same  would  be  the  case  with  all  other  Words, 
taken  severally.  And  (this  is  an  impossibility,  because)  we  never  re- 
cognise any  single  Word  independently  (of  other  Words)  as  a  Sentence. 

32-53.  "  And  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  a  class  as  the  <  Sphota  ' 
(of  a  Sentence  as  a  whole)  is  to  be  rejected  like  (i.e.,  on  the  same  grounds 
as)  the  Sphota  of  the  Word  ;  and  the  fact  of  the  sequence  of  Words 
constituting  the  Sentence  on  the  same  grounds  as  the  fact  of  the  Sequence 
of  Letters  constituting  the  Word. 

53-54.  "The  sequence  cannot  be  comprehended  apart  (from  the 
Words)  (as  explained  with  regard  to  the  Sequence  of  Letters  in  Words); 
inasmuch  as  it  is  always  the  Words  themselves  that  are  cognised  as  having 
that  oixler  of  sequence,  —  like  an  auditory  cognition  (which  is  always 
cognised  as  endowed  with  a  certain  order  of  sequence). 

54-55.  "We  find  that  the  Words  remaining  the  same,  the  order 
of  the  words  is  now  one,  and  then  another;  and  hence  we  would  have  a 
difference  in  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence,  according  to  the  order  of  the 
words  (if  a  Sentence  were  only  the  order  of  sequence  of  Words). 

55-57.  "On  the  ground  of  one  Word  being  for  the  sake  of  another, 
some  people  hold  that  it  is  the  Verbal  afilx  that,  being  the  primary 
element,  constitutes  the  Sentence;  and  the  meaning  of  the  Verb  consti- 
tutes the  meaning  of  the  Sentence.  But  if  this  were  the  case,  (in 
certain  cases)  there  could  be  no  relation  between  the  Verb  and  the  Nouns 
—  as  they  really  exist  in  the  external  World.  And  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  relation  among  the  actions  themselves,  or  the 
Nouns  themselves. 


If  the  order  of  Words  constituted  the  Sentence  then  the  meaning  of  "  gauK 
would  be  different  from  that  of  "  guklo  Qauh"  which  is  not  the  case. 
M.iT  Now  begins  the  attack  on  the  theory  that  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  lies  in 
the  meaning  of  the  Verb.    This  theory  is  that  the  principal  meaning  of  the  Sentence 
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10.    "  In  such  an  utterance  as  *  In  a  vessel  rice  by  means  of  fuels 

ita  may  cook/  there  is  no  mutual  connection  among  the  objects 

ted  by  the  Words)  ;  inasmuch  as,  firstly,  they  are  totally  different 

le    another  j  secondly,   every    one    of  them    is    an    accomplished 

a  itself  (there  being  no  causal  relation  between  any  two  objects 

)  ;  and,  thirdly,  there  is  no  genitive  (indicating  any  relation  among 

—and  as  such  they  are  independent  of  one  another  (and  hence 

form  a  Sentence,  which  consists  only  of  such  Words  as  have  their 

iions  dependent  upon  and  related  to  one  another).     And  the  pre- 

of  the  Instrumental  case  (in  'IcSththaih')  removes  all  possibility 

relation  of)  proximity  (between  the  objects  denoted).     And  as  for 

jects  —  Fuel,  eta,  —  themselves,  they  can  be  related  (to  the  action 

Lng)  only  by  means  of  their  action  (of  burning,  and)  not  by  their 

odstence  ;—  inasmuch  j&s  we  find  that  when  the  fuel  is  wet  (and  can- 

m),  it  does  not  accomplish  the  cooking. 

-61.  "  If  the  capability  (of  objects)  be  held  to  be  the  cause  (of 
mutual  relations),  —  then  inasmuch  as  these  (capabilities)  are* 
amselves,  immaterial  (incorporeal),  they  cannot,  themselves,  liave 
fcions  ;  and  (in  the  inactive  state,  they  can  be  of  no  use,  because) 
hough,  they  have  the  capability  (of  burning  and  thereby  accomplishing 
Mng),  yet,  they  cannot  accomplish  the  cooking,  while  they  are  Inactive 
until  the  fuel  becomes  active,  and  burns,  it  cannot  accomplish  the 


f  ;  and  this  Bhavand  is  expresed  by  the  Verbal  affix  ;  and  hence  inasmuch 
primary  element  of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  is  expressed  by  the  Verb,  it 
latter  that  constitutes  the  Sentence;  the  other  words  serving  only  as  quattfica- 

0  the  verbal  affix,  and  as  snch  being  only  secondary  elements  in  the  Sentence. 
leory  is  rejected  on  the  ground  that  even  though  Words  may  serve  to  give  us  an 
f  the  relation  between  the  action  and  agents  (denoted  by  the  verb  and  the 
in  the  Sentence)  yet  they  do  not  point  out  any  relation  between  such  action  and 

1  as  really  exist  in  the  outer  world.    For  in  certain  cases  we  only  have  linked 
er  in  a  Sentence,  a  certain  verb,  and  some  nouns,  which  may  quite  reasonably 
a  Verbal  relation  ;  but  which  can  have  no  relation  in  the  actnal  existing  state  of 
i  as  exemplified  in  the  following  Karika. 

(.60  "  Proximity  "  —  Proximity  consists  of  Sequence,  and  as  such  is  weaker  that 
j  Assertion.  %  In  the  present  case  the  Direct  Assertion  of  the  Instrumental  rejects 
-ommity. 

As  for  the  objects  themselves,  <fco."—  The  sense  is  thus  explained  in  the  KtcjkS  :— 
nere  fact  of  the  words  being  heard  together  does  not  establish  any  relation  among 
ejects  denoted  by  them,  because  such  utterances  as,  "wet  with  fire,  Ac.,"  cannot 
lish  any  relation  between  fire  and  wetness.  And  so  in  the  instance  in  question 
jy  itself  is  not  capable  of  having  any  relation  with  the  cooking  j  consequently  the 
.on  between  the  action  and  objects  accomplishing  the  object  cannot  be  based 
the  passive  forms  of  the  objects  themselves  but  upon  the  active  capacities  of 
>  objects. 
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61-62,  "  Even  if  there  be  a  connection  of  these  (fuel,  <fcc.)  with  the 
cooking,  through  their  (action  of)  burning,  &c. — then  too,  inasmuch  as 
an  action  (cooking  f.i.)  is  not  capable  of  being  accomplished  by  another 
action  (of  burning,  f,i,)>  it  (the  connection,  that  of  being  the  material  cause 
between  the  fuel  and  cooking)  remains  as  inaccessible  as  ever. 

62-63.  "  Nor  is  any  relation  (such  as  that  of  an  immaterial  cause 
with  its  effect)  possible,  inasmuch  as  they  (the  cooking,  and  the  burning)  , 
inhere  iu  different  subtrates  (the  cooking  inhering  in  the  rice,  and  the 
burning  in  the  fuel),  (Nor  can  burning  or  the  fuel  being  the  Instrumental 
Cause  of  cooking,  because)  that  (cooking)  which  is  produced  by  another 
cause  or  means  (the  action  of  Devadatta,  <S?c. )  cannot  be  said  to  have 
another  cause  (in  the  shape  of  burning,  &c.). 

63-64.  Those  (Fuel,  Vessel,  <fec.)>  that  perform  the  actions  of  burning, 
<fcc.  (and  as  such  have  independent  effects  of  their  own),  could  never 
be  the  means  (Cause  proper)  of  the  cooking;  and  hence,  how  could  there 
be  any  connection  between  cooking  and  such  objects  (Fuel,  &c.)  as  are 
not  the  cause  of  it?  (Lit. — How  could  they  form  any  single  sentence  ?). 

64-65.  "  If  it  be  held  that  the  capabilities  contained  in  the  burning 
<fea,  are  indirectly  (or  secondarily)  applied  to  the  cooking  (and  this  would 
constitute  a  relation  between  the  two),— then  (since  the  fuel,  &c.,  are 
the  agents  of  the  burning,  &c.,  and  it  is  the  capability  of  the  burn- 
ing that  is  applied  to  the  cooking),  the  Fuel,  <fcc.,  would  come  to  be 
the  agents  of  the  action  of  cooking,  and  it  would  be  impossible  for 
them  to  be  instruments  (as  they  really  are,  the  real  agents  being 
Devadatta). 

65-66.  "  Because  in  the  burning,  we  are  never  cognisant  of  various 
primary  capabilities ;  and  as  such,  how  could  any  such  capability  be 
found  to  be  applying  secondarily  at  the  time  of  cooking  ? 

66-67.  "Because  with  the  reference  to  their  own  actions  (of  which 
they  are  nominative  agents),  the  Fuel,  &c.,  cannot  be  instruments.  And 

61.88  The  sense  of  the  latter  half  is  that  the  fuel  could  be  the  pause  of  the 
cooking,  through  burn-ing — only  if  the  burning  were  the  cause  of  the  cooking.  But  aa  a 
matter  of  fact  the  cooking  nob  inhering  in  the  burning  this  latter  is  not  its  cause. 

63.841  "How  could,  &c."— ~ Since  there  is  no  direct  relation  between  them  how 
can  they  form  a  Sentence  ?  Because  words  that  denote  unconnected  objects  cannot 
compose  a  sentence,  the  necessary  element  whereof  is  that  each  word  must  bear  soroo 
direct  relation  with  another  word  in  the  sentence. 

86.88  All  secondary  application  is  based  upon  some  primary  capability.  And 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  know  that  the  Fuel,  <fcc.,  are  not  possessed  of  such  diverse 
capabilities  primarily,  as  those  of  the  Nominative,  the  Locative  and  the  Instrumental.^ 
And  as  they  are  already  cognised  in  their  Instrumental  capacity,  they  can  have  no 
other  in  the  shape  of  Nominative  agency;  and  hence  no  such  capability  could  be 
secondarily  applied  to  the  cooking. 
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i  -find  the  actions  of  softening,  burning,  holding  (belonging  respectively  to 
5  rice,  fnel?  and  vessel)  (and  hence  these  cannot  be  the  agents  of 
tiring)* 

67-68.  "  Hor  can  these  (collectively)  have  any  other  action  (than  those 
amerated),  at  the  time  of  the  cooking — just  as  singly  each  of  them  has 
iy  one  action  (and  no  other).  Hence  (if  they  be  held  to  have  any 
bion  towards  cooking)  it  must  be  as  Nominative  agents  (which  has 
en  shown  to  be  impossible). 

68-69.     "And   further,  inasmuch  as  burning,  Ac,,  are  not  eipress- 

by  the  root  *  pad  *  ( » to  cook),  there   can  be  no  relation  (through 

nttngr,  <&c.»  between  the  Fuel,  <&c.»  and  Cooking).    Because  the  mere  fact 

the  existence  of  these  (burning,  &c.)  cannot  make  them  the  means  of 

y  relation  (between  Fuel,  &c.»  and  Cooking). 

69-70.  u  ETor  are  these  ^burning  <fcc.)  expressed  by  any  other  Words 
ach  as  fuel,  in  the  Sentence).  Consequently  the  root  *pad*  must  be 
mifcted  to  be  denotative  of  Divadatta's  action,  and  as  such,  could  not 
iTe  any  connection  with  the  Fuel,  <fcc* 

70-71.  "If  the  root  'pad*  itself  be  held  to  dentoe  all  Hie  mcfloai 
F  cooking  as  well  as  those  of  burning,  <fec.)  then,  like  Bevadatta,  the  Fuel, 
5.,  wonld  also  come  to  be  agents  (of  the  cooking). 

71-72.  "  Because  that  case  is  held  to  be  the  Nominative,  whose  action 
denoted  by  the  root.  (In  the  present  case  the  root  pad  denoting  the 
tions  of  burning,  &c.,  belonging  to  Fuel  and  the  rest,  these  latter  could 
»t  But  be  accepted  to  be  Nominatives).  And  since  the  relation  with. 
Bhavana*  (the  conception  denoted  by' the  verbal  affixes)  too  is  equally 
iplicable  to  all  (Fuel,  <fcc.),  there  can  be  no  other  definition  of  the  Fomina- 
re  (that  would  not  apply  to  Fuel,  <fec.). 

72-73.    "At  times  we  do  come  across  such  assertions  as  *the  fuel* 

ok*  (where,  in  the  presence  of  various  obstacles,  the  excellent  character 

the  fuel  only  helps  the  accomplishment  of  the  cooking) ;  — and  this 

ould  not  be  possible,  if  we  had  a  definition  of  Nominative  other  than  the 

le  given  above  (viz.,  that  whose  action  is  denoted  by  the  Verb). 

**-**  Just  as  for  fuel,  &c.t  singly,  there  is  no  other  action  than  the  one  of  l>umingt 
L,  so  collectively  too  fcfcey  can  Have  no  other  action  £b*n  those  mentioned  in  the  last 
Iriks.  And  hence  if  their  actions  are  secondarily  applied  to  the  cooloBg,  they  can 
Iy  be  nominatives  and  instrnments  (as  they  really  are), 

«8_«»  Even  if  there  be  such  a  relation,  it  conld  not  be  through  Iwmwg*  &e.  j  ifcot 
eae  are  not  even  indicated  by  any  of  the  words  in  the  sentence,  which  therefore  can- 
it  express  any  relation  based  upon  fturntujF,  &c. 

^-T*  The  latter  half  anticipates  the  objection  that  we  will  define  the  Nominative 
-  being  that  which  is  related  to  the  Bktvand.  The  sense  of  the  Kiriki  is  thai  evaa 
tie  definition  will  not  meet  the  difference  urged  in  the  former  half  of  th*  Kariki. 


73-74.  "Among  the  actions  expressed  by  a  single  root  (as  cooUn 
burning,  <fcc.,  held  to  be  denoted  ty  the  root  pact),  there  can  be  no  diffe 
enoe  of  predominance  and  subordination  (all  actions  being  equally  deno 
ed)  j  and  consequently  we  cannot  define  the  Nominative  as  that  whose  actic 
is  more  predominantly  denoted. 

74*75.  *'  Thus  then,  either  denotation  or  non-denotation  of  all  the* 
actions  being  equally  predominant,  it  is  not  proper  for  the  agents  of  the* 
actions  (Fuel,  <fcc.)  to  have,  at  one  time,  different  case- terminations  (as  i 
" 'Bth&lycimi  Mshthaih,  D'evadattah  pacati'),  and,  at  others,  one  and  tl 
same  case-termination  (viz.t  the  Nominative,  as  in  *  Rashthani  pacanti  *). 

75-76.  ''JSTor  can  burning,  &c.,  be  held  to  be  denoted  by  the  affi 
(the  tip  in  pacaH);  because  this  (affix)  can  only  denote  either  the  Nomim 
tive  agent  (as  held  by  the  Vaiyakaranas) ,  or  the  action  of  the  agent  (s 
held  by  the  Mimansakaj.  Consequently  the  Verb  'pacati'  cannot  lian 
any  connection  with  the  4fuel/  &c. 

77-79*  "The  denotation  of  the  root  (pad)  too  is  not  always  coi 
nected  with  the  denotation  of  the  affix.  Because  that  which  is  denoted  I 
the  affix  is  the  BhSvanfi  (conception);  and  witji  regard  to  this,  the  roc 
cannot 'have  any  such  denotation  as  will  serve  for  either  the  object  or  th 
means  (of  the  Bhavana), — inasmuch  as  objectivity  is  denoted  (by  th 
Accusative  as)  in  'PaJcam^  and  instrumentality  (by  the  Instrumental 
in  * P&k&na, '  and  none  of  these  is  denoted  by  the  simple  root-form  ' pac.' 

79-81.  ft  Inasmuch  as  the  Injunction  and  the  Bhavana,  are  bot 
denoted  fcy  the  affix,  the  former  becomes  connected  with  the  Bh&vani 
before  it  comes  to  be  connected  with  the  denotation  of  the  root.  An 
thus,  when  the  Injunction  has  found  its  haven  in  the  shape  of  the  Bhavanc 
even  when  the  denotation  of  the  root  comes  to  be  connected  with  th 
Sentence,  it  does  not  become  the  object  of  the  Injunction. 

81-82.  "  Though  the  denotation  of  the  root  is  directly  asserte 
(by  the  root),  yet  it  could  never  be  (cognised  as)  an  object  of  performance 

74-75  If  all  actions  are  equally  denotable  by- the  root  $>aci$  then  all  Fuel,  &o.,  nine 
have  always  one  and  the  same  case-termination,  the  Nominative. 

17.79  Having  shown  the  impossibility  of  any  relation  between  the  Verb  and  the  othe 
members  of  the  Sentence,  it  is  now  shown  that  there  can  be  no  relation  between  th 
meaning  of  the,  root  and  that  of  the  affix . 

The  Bhavana  requires  only  three  factors — the  object,  the  means,  and  the  process 
and  none  of  these  being  capable  of  being  denoted  by  the  root  *  pad,'  this  latter  (th< 
root)  cannot  have  any  relation  with  the  ETidvand  which  is  clenofced  by  the  affix, 

79-81  It  is  now  shown  that  the  Injunction  can  have  no  connection  with  Vedic  sen 
tenoes.  The  Injunction  being  more  closely  related  to  the  BMvand3  naturally  become 
oonnected  wi£h  it  aoQCi  not  with  the  subsequently  appearing  denotation  of  the  root. 

81.82  jj,  is  only  that  which  is  enjoined  that  can  be  performed  j  and  as  the  meaning 
of  the  root  yaji  has  been  shown  to  be  unable  of  being  the  object  enjoined,  the  y&ga 
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-since  activity  (or  performance)  depends  upon  the  Injunction  which  has 

"been  shown  nofc  to  have  the  denotation  of  the  root  %?  its  object).  In  the 
same  manner  we  could  show  the  impossibility  of  oilier  objects  (named  ia 
a  Sentence),  the  auxiliaries  vis  :  or  subordinate  Sacrifices  being  the  obfects 
of  I0JT3nctIon. 

82-83*  s*  Consequently,  we  should  reject  the  fact  of  the  PraySjas,  Ac. 
!>eing  auxiliaries  to  the  Injunction  (of  the  Jyotishfnma)  ;  because  they 
have  no  connection  with  it  (the  Injunction),  And  tins  want  of  connection 
"between  these  may  be  shown  as  between  *  White'  and  cCow"  (shown  above)* 
83-84.  "In  that  case  (of  the  'Cow1  and  'White')  however,  there 
may  be  a  connection,  in  the  shape  of  the  object  (the  white  coif)  ;  but  (in 
the  case  of  the  PraySjas)  there  can  be  no  relation  between  these  (and 
tbe  Injunction),  inasmuch  as  these  are  cognisable  only  by  means  of  th<e 
various  Vedic  sentences,  which  have  no  connection  with  one  another. 

84-85.  "Thus  then,  since  none  of  the  two  (neither  connection  among 
the  objects  denoted  by  the  Words,  nor  that  among  the  words  themselves) 
are  found  to  have  any  other  grounds,  we  would  have  mutual  interdepen- 
dence (if  "  we  held  that  the  connection  between  the  various  objects  denoted 
by  the  words  occurring  in  any  enjoining  passage  is  based  upon  and  author 
ised  by  tbe  "Word  alone).  And  thus,  inasmuch  as  the  Injunction  is  dp- 
void  of  the  three  factors  (necessary  in  the  Blt&eanft)*  it  "becomes  devoid 
of  any  object  (since  the  Bhnranii  too  cannot,  under  the  circumstances  ht 
the  object  of  the  Injunction  which  is  devoid  of  the  three  factors,  and  as 
incapable  of  any  connection  with  the  Bhai-ana). 


could  not  be  performed.     And  -K  ben  the  yaga,  which  Is  denoted  by  a  pan  of  tb 

**  yajtta,  "  of  which  the  latter  particle  denotes  the  Injunction,  cannot  b»  tip  nbjpcl  M 

the  Injunction,  nothing  else  that  is  foreign  to  it  —  such  as  the  soma9  or  the  BtiH'frij 
sacrificeSj,  which  are  expressed  by  other  words  —  can  never  be  ihe  object  of  Irjimetfon. 
A  "id  as  such  Injunction  ceases  to  have  any  relation  with  Teriic  Sentences;  ami  fcncri- 
Sees,  Ac.,  can  never  be  recognised  as  being  enjoined  by  the  Te-Ia. 

83.S4  in  the  case  of  the  "  White  Cow"  whan  one  hews  this  uttered  by  an  *>!;!  mi.n 
and  sees  a  cow  brought  by  another  man,  one  can  come  to  recognise  a  conn  option  be- 
tween. whiteness  and  tbe  coic;  but  in  this  case,  the  cognition  of  the  coxineotion  ia  baarJ 
not  orslj  upon  the  Word  but  upon  this  as  aided  by  $ense-percepii>m,  Inference,  Arc.  In 
t!ie  case  of  tbe  Pray  I/a?.  howe\-ers  these  »re  not  amenable  to  any  "other  meaaa  of  know- 
leilgw.  but  the  Word;  and  the  Word,  by  itself,  lias  been  shown  to  be  incapable  of  clos- 
ing any  rc-latiois  of  these  with  the  Injunction,  therefore  there  can  be*  no  means  of  cr- 
uising any  relation  of  the  Prayajas  with  the  Injunction.  Specially  as  the  Sentences 
mentioniug  the  Prayajas  with  themselves  are  various  and  haw  no  connection  sanong? 
themselves.  ' 

S*«S6  u  Mutual  interdependence"  Because  so  long  as  the  relation  among  the  object 
Is  not  cognised,  the  meaning  of  the  penieuee  cannot  be  cognise!.  Ami  until  the  mean- 

of  tbe  sentence  is  cognised,  the  connection  among  the  oh  ject?  cannot  bo  cognised  i 
tliii  connect  ion  has  no  other  proof  than  the  Vedie  Sentence  itself. 
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85-86*  "And  this  (Injunction)  cannot  be  connected  directly  (withou 
t  lie  intervention  of  Bhavanft)  with  the  denotation  of  the  root  and  the  object 
named  (in  the  sentence);  because  the  Injunction  being  interrupted  b; 
the  EhSvanft  (on  the  ground  of  both  being  denoted  by  the  affix),  the  agen 
cannot  engage  in  (the  performance  of)  those  (*>&.,  the  denotation  of  th< 
root,  <fec.)« 

86-87.  "  Thus  then,  since  all  verbal  connections  are  based  upon  th< 
connection  between  actions  and  agents,  <fcc.  (and  these  have  been  prove< 
to  be  imposible), — therefore  all  other  kinds  of  relation  must  be  rejected 
And  this  rejection  would  lead  to  the  rejection  of  all  such  relationships  as 
those  of  master  and  servant,  father  and  son,  a  man  and  his  friends,  Ac. 

87-88.  "  Of  Verbal  prefixes  and  Nig&tas  there  cannot  be  any  connec 
tion  with  any  (factor  of  the  sentence).  And  as  for  a  relation  among 
themselves,  this  is  never  accomplished,  as  also  is  the  relation  of  these  with 
nouns,  independently  (of  the  verbs  to  which  they  are  attached). 

88-89.  "Because,  unless  the  particles  (known  as  Verbal  affixes) 
qualify  the  verb,  they  do  not  acquire  the  character  of  the  '  Verbal  affix. ' 
And  as  for  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence,  they  (the  Verbal  affixes)  cannot 
qualify  ifc, — simply  because  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  does  not 
exist  (1.0,,  until  the  relation  of  the  various  words  composing  the  Sentence 
have  been  ascertained,  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  is  not  cognised), 
and  as  such,  for  all  intents  and  purposes,  is  non  est). 

89-90.  "If  the  relation  of  Verbal  affixes,  &c.,  be  held  to  be  through 
the  Verb, — then  (we  reply)  such  relation  with  the  Verb  is  not  possible  for 
that  which  is  not  a  K&raku  (that  is,  a  noun  having  one  of  the  six  case- ter- 
minations). And  (Verbal  affixes  are  not  Kftrakas,  because)  a  Koun 
(or  fSraka)  cannot  signify  (or  define)  an  object  (which  has  no  existence) 
(and  Verbal  affixes  do  not  signify  any  objects  at  all). 

90-91.  "As  a  matter  of  fact,  these  (Verbal  affixes,  <fcc.)  cannot  have 
a  qualifying  capacity,  inasmuch  as  they  do  not,  and  cannot,  produce  any 
positive  effect  upon  the  objects  denoted  by  other  words;  because  all  that 
the  Verbal  affix,  Ac.,  are  capable  of  doing  is  either  to  be  meaningless, 
or  change  the  original  meaning  (of  the  word  to  which  they  happen  to  be 
prefixed),  or  establish  a  meaning  contrary  to  the  original  meaning. 

91-92.  "In  ' pralamlat*?  <fcc.,  the  prefix  (pro)  is  meaningless  (the 
meaning  of  pralambatS  being  the  same  as  that  of  lambatg).  In  *  prasadv,' 
the  original  meaning  (of  the  root  sad—to  sit)  is  changed  (into  Favour, 


The  object  engaged  in  must  be  the  object  enjoined;  and  the  root-deno- 
jiMofl  cannot  be  each  an  object,  on  account  of  the  Injunction  having  been  interrupted 
and  located  within  itaell  by  the  BhSvana,  which  haa  the  strongest  claim  to  itt  on  the 
ground  of  berth  baing  denoted  by  the  Verbal  affix* 
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Ac.).     And  the  meaning  of  'pratisJitkat®"  (starts)  is  contrary 
C  "fco  the  meaning  of  tishtJiati — sits). 

92-93.     <c  Tkat  alone,  which,  adds  something  to  the  original  meaning 
of  a  word)  without,  In  any  way,  affecting  It  to  the  contrary, — can  "be  held 
"be  a  qualification;  and  not  that  which  destroys  (and  completely  alters) 
original  meaning  (as  the  Verbal  affixes  do). 

93-94.  **  Even  in  the  case  of  such  prefixes  as  signify  sncii  non-contra- 
ct Ictory  qualifications  as  'direction  towards*  and  the  like  (as  in  the  case 
o*£  udgaccfaati)  Ac.),  these  specifications  belong  to  the  agent  (becanse  it  is 
"fefie  agent  who  is  qualified  by  the  jibhimukhya,  and  not  the  Verb) ;  and  as 
Jsnoh,  they  cannot  be  held  to  form  part  of  (or  belong  to)  the  denotation  of 
•fclie  Verb. 

94-95.  "And  with  the  agent,  the  Verbal  affix  can  have  no  relation. 
A.nd  inasmuch  as  it  (the  Verbal  affix)  is  distinct  from  the  three  factors 
(of  the  end,  the  means  and  the  procedure),  It  cannot  have  any  relation 
with  the  Bhatwna. 

95-96.  "And  further,  in  the  case  of  negative  and  alternative  Verbal 
prefixes  and  nip&tas,  any  relation  would  only  be  a  contradiction, — because 
for  those  who  hold  the  reality  of  external  objects,  such  prefixes,  &c.5  signify 
objects  contrary  (to  those  originally  signified  by  the  simple  word  without 
•felie  prefix,  &c. ). 

96-97.  tc  Because  by  its  own  significant  word,  an  object  is  denoted  in 
its  positive  form;  and  as  such,  how  can  It  be  relegated  to  negativity  by 
means  of  the  negative  prefixes,  &c.  ? 

97-98.  a  Because  between  the  two  direct  assertions  ('jar*  and 
*  non-jar  J)  there  Is  a  contradiction,  as  between  '  is  '  and  *  Is  not.*  And 
In  the  case  of  the  alternative  nipata  ('or,'  Ac.)  there  is  contradiction  in  a 
single  word  (a  single  word  *  or,'  signifying  two  contradictory  objects). 

98-99.     £(0f    these    (verbal    prefixes)    there    are     no     Independent 

95.99  Negative  prefixes,  Ac.,  signify  an  object  contrary  to  fcho  one  signified  by  the 
original  word  without;  such  prefix ;  arid  as  such  these  prefixes  cannot;  bo  said  to  be  re- 
lated to  the  originally  signified  objects — for  such  would  be  a  mere  contradiction,  the 

jprefix  fc  not*  signifying  the  non-going  and  yefc  being  related  to  going. 

9S.9/I  if  ife  be  nofc  held  to  b©  related  to  the  Jar,  then  the  very  nature  of  this  latter 
•would  be  perverted;  and  this  perversion  of  character  cannot  be  held  to  ba  a  case  either 
of  qualification  or  relation. 

W.98  jn  fche  A8aertio!i  *'Jar  or  Cloth,'*  the  "or'*  belongs  equally  to  both;  and  as 
such  simultaneously  signifying  two  contrary  objects^  it  is  a  contradiction  in  itself. 

§3.99  Prefixes  have  no  meaning  of  their  own.     The  meaning  of  a  Sentence  is  held 

ix>  be  made  up  of  fcho  meanings  of  the  words  composing  it.     Hence  in  the  sentence 

**  White  Cow/*  the  meanrag  of  the  sentence  is  that  which  is  made  op  of  fche  meaning  and 

of  the  two  words.    And  inasmuch  as  both  these  words  have  meanings  of  their  own, 

each  of  them  comes  to  have  a  certain  relation  with  the  Sentence  &s  a  whole  through  theii 
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significations,  as  we  have  of  the  words  'cow '  and  the  like;  and  hence  the 
meacing  of  the  Sentence  could  not  contain  any  such  denotation  (of  the  pre- 
fixes independently),  through  which  they  (the  prefixes,  <fcc.)  would  be  con- 
nected in  the  Sentence. 

99-100.  "  Since,  later  on,  the  Bhashya  denies  the  fact  of  all  the  words 
of  a  Sentence  collectively  being  the  means  (of  cognising  the  meaning  of  the 
Sentence), — therefore  the  assertion  of  the  Bhashya  that  the  meaning  of 
the  sentence  is  cognised  when  all  the  words  have  been  uttered — must  be 
taken  as  showing  (or  indicating)  the  incapability  of  each  individual  word 
(to  denote  the  meaning  of  the  sentence). 

100-10L  "On  the  ground  of  the  non-relation  of  the  denotations  of 
"Words,  as  shown  above,  the  collective  denotability  of  Words  is  asserted  to 
be  non-existing,  even  though  it  seems  to  exist — because  (on  being  duly 
considered)  such  collective  denotability  is  not  cognised. 

101-102.  "If  each  word  inidvidually  were  to  constitute  the  meaning 
of  the  sentence,  then  the  ground  (on  which  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is 
sought  to  be  based)  becomes  inconclusive  (doubtful)  (because  any  indivi- 
dual word  may  be  common  to  any  number  of  sentences,  and  as  such  it 
could  not  invariably  point  to  the  meaning  of  any  one  particular  Sentence). 
And  if  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  be  held  to  be  based  upon  the  meaning 
of  the  Words  taken  collectively,  then,  since  any  particular  combination  of 
Words  (forming  a  Sentence)  is  not  perceived  anywhere  else,  (such  collec- 
tive denotation  cannot  be  sufficient  ground  (for  the  meaning  of  the  Sen- 
tence), inasmuch  as,  being  unique,  it  cannot  serve  as  the  basis  of  any 

specific  denotations.  The  prefixes,  however,  have  no  independent  significations  of 
their  own;  and  as  such  there  is  no  means  by  which  they  could  become  related  to  the 
Sentence  or  its  meaning. 

9$.  100  in  order  to  show  the  groundlessness  of  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the 
Sentence,  the  Bhashya  has  asserted  that  in  the  sentence,  "  Agnihotram  juliuyat  svarga- 
tamah"  none  of  the  words  signify  that  Heaven  f  ollowsTrom  Agnihotra  j  and  then  again  it 
follows  with  the  assertion  that  **  this  meaning  is  got  at  when  all  the  words  of  the  Sentence 
have  been  uttered."  These  two  assertions  appear  mutually  contradictory.  Because 
the  latter  assertion  shows  that  all  the  words  are  the  ground  for  the  idea  of  the  meaning 
of  the  Sentence,  which  the  former  assertion  seeks  to  prove  to  be  groundless.  It  is  this 
contradiction  that  the  Karika  refers  to  and  explains.  The  explanation  is  that  the  latter 
is  not  a  final  assertion,  because  such  collective  denotability  is  rejected  later  on  $  what 
it  means  is  simply  that  the  words  individually  are  incapable  of  denoting  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Sentence. 

100.101  The  Bhashya  denies  the  collective  ftmction  of  words.  But  in  face  of  indi- 
vidual recognition  of  such  collective  denotability,  this  denial  seems  to  be  unreasonable. 
The  Karilca  explains  this  seeming  contradiction.  It  means  that  though  the  mutual 
relation  among  the  meanings  of  words  appears  to  exist,  yet  on  careful  enquiry,  it  is  found 
that  there  is  no  such  relation,  and  hence  no  collective  denotativencss  of  words  in  a 
sentence. 
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argument  (just  as  the  smell  of  the  earth  being  unique  in  the  earth  alone, 
cannot  prove  anything  with  regard  to  any  other  thing), 

102-103.  u  One  who  holds  that  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  the 
meaning  of  the  component  words  taken  collectively,  will  also  have  some 
syntactical  meaning  oat  of  such  a  sentence  as  '  Cow,  Horse,  Elephant,  Ac/ 

103-104.  "  The  meaning  that  the  Word  has  when .  alone  is  not 
abandoned  when  it  appears  with  other  words.  For  if  a  word  were  to 
abandon  its  original  meaning,  then  we  could  never  have  any  trust  in  any 
Word  and  meaning. 

I04t-105.  "And  (inasmuch  as  words  only  denote  eZa*«6»,  when  two  or 
three  words  are  "altered  together )  all  that  we  could  get  from  them  would 
be  the  idea  of  two  or  three  classes;  because  even  when  many  words  are 
uttered,  they  cannot  denote  particular  individuals. 

105-107.  "If  it  be  held  that  the  Sentence  denotes  its  meaning  directly, 
independently  of  the  meanings  of  the  component  Words,  —then  there  wonld 
be  no  perceptible  use  for  any  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  Words.  And 
hence  even  such  people  as  have  not  understood  the  meaning  of  the  Words 
woold  directly  cognise  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  (which  is  an  impossi- 
bility). And  if  (in  order  to  avoid  this  yon  hold  that)  one  stands  in  need  of 
a  cognition  of  these  (rneaninngs  of  words)  then  these  would  come  to  be  the 
means  (of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence).  And  this  has  already  been  ex- 
plained (to  be  impossible  on  the  ground  of  the  akrence  of  any  connected 
relation  among  tlie  Words).  Thus  then,  we  find  that  there  is  no  possibility 
of  any  ground  for  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  a  Sentence. 

108-109.  "Thus  then,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  cognition  of  the 
meanings  of  human  utterances  could  be  brought  about  by  a  cognition  of  the 
relation  of)  objects  denoted  (by  the  component  words) — (which  relation  of 
external  objects  is  cognised  by  means  of  right  notion,  sense-perception, 
&c.,  than  the  Words);  and  the  meaning  of  Vedic  sentences  cannot  but 
be  groundless  (inasmuch  as  the  objects  talked  of  in  the  Veda  are  not 
amenable  to  the  other  means  of  right  notion,  and  it  has  been  shown  above 
that  any  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  the  component  words  alone  cannot 
bring  about  a  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence).  Or,  the  deno- 
tation of  the  Vedic  sentences  may  be  based  upon  connections  laid  down 
by  men,  like  the  (conventional)  denotations  of  such  words  as  '  Guna 
*  Vrddhi,*  &c.,  (laid  down  by  Panini  as  signifying  certain  accents,  <fcc.). 
Or,  lastly,  it  may  be  that  the  Vedic  sentences  have  no  meaning  at  all — 
what  they  are  made  to  signify  is  really  non- existing, — being  kept  up  by  the 
sacrificial  priests  (for  the  sake  of  emoluments  accruing  to  themselves,  from 
the  performance  of  sacrifices,  said  to  be  enjoined  by  the  Veda).*' 

109-110.    "And  with  reference  to  this  (explanation  of  the  meaning 
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of  Vedic  sentences  being  based  upon  Convention),  it  Las  been  asserted  (by 
Inference)  that,  in  that  case,  being  a  conglomeration  (of  facts),  like  any 
common  story,  the  Yeda  (as  based  upon  Convention)  must  be  a  human 
production.  And  (under  the  circumstances),  since  we  do  not  know  of  any 
trustworthy  person  as  being  its  author  (i.e.,  of  the  Yeda),  (as  we  find  in 
the  case  of  ordinary  human  assertions  made  by  persons  known  to  be  trust- 
worthy), the  Veda  must  be  admitted  to  be  invalid  (groundless  and  false.)1' 


Eeply  to  the  above : — 

110-111.  Though  we  have  no  other  ground  (for  the  cognition  of  the 
meaning  of  the  Sentence),  yet  we  perceive  that  the  meanings  of  the  words 
(composing  the  Sentence)  are  such  grounds, — inasmuch  as  the  cognition  of 
the  meaning  of  a  Sentence  appears  only  when  there  is  a  cognition  of  the 
meanings  of  the  words. 

111-112.  It  is  true  that  it  is  not  possible  for  the  Sentence  (as  a  whole, 
independently  of  the  Words)  to  express  any  meaning  ;  because,  inasmuch 
as  the  cognition  of  its  meaning  is  otherwise  explained  (as  being  based 
upon  the  meanings  of  Words),  it  is  altogether  unwarrantable  to  assume 
an,  independent  denotative  capacity  in  the  Sentence  (as  a  whole,  apart 
from  the  words  composing  it). 

112-113.  It  is  extremely  difficult  even  to  assume  the  denotativeness 
of  the  Word  to  lie  in  its  component  Letters  (though  even  this  has  been 
proved  to  be  impossible).  And  as  for  the  denotativeness  of  the  Sentence 
lying  in  the  Sentence,  it  would  be  much  more  difficult  to  assume  this 
inasmuch  as  one  word  disappears  (as  soon  as  it  is  uttered,  and  does  not 
continue  till  the  whole  Sentence  has  been  uttered);  and  if  we  assume 
the  denotativeness  of  the  Sentence  to  lie  in  the  Letters  composing  the 
Words  making  up  the  Sentence,  we  would  have  to  recall  the  innumerable 
Letters  long  disappeared  (i.e.t  in  recalling  the  past  Words  of  the  sentence 
we  would  have  to  recall  the  Letters  composing  these  Words). 

114-115.  And  further  (in  thus  assuming),  we  would  have  to  assume 
a  further  function  (than  the  denotation  of  the  meanings  of  words)  of 
those  (Letters)  that  'have  already  had  their  use  in  (denoting)  the  meanings 
of  words  (composed  by  them).  And  by  this  we  would  also  be  rejecting 

110.111  With  this  begins  the  explanation  of  Sutra  I— i— 25  with  which  the  Sutra  be- 
gins its  reply  to  the  above  objections,  detailed  in  Karikas  I — 110, 

1H.116  While  there  is  this  immediate  sequence  between  the  denotation  of  words 
and  that  of  the  sentence,  the  cognition  of  Letters  composing  the  Word  is  followed  first 
by  the  cognition  of  Words,  which  is  then  followed  by  that  of  the  Sentence-meaning. 
And  as  such  it  is  quite  unreasonable  to  assume  the  causality  of  the  cognition  of  Letters 
which  is  one  step  removed,  neglecting  that  of  the  words,  which  is  followed  immediately 
by  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence. 
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the  recognised  capability  of  Words  (to  denote  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence) 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  cannot  forego  the 
causality  of  the  Words,  inasmnch  as  there  is  a  denotation  of  the  Words 
and  also  that  of  the  Sentence  (the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the 
Sentence  following  immediately  after  that  of  the  Word  meanings). 

115-116.  (If  it  be  held  that  the  denotation  of  the  Sentence  is 
cognised  by  means  of  the  impressions  left  by  the  Letters  composing  the 
Words,  then)  How  could  a  single  impression  (left  by  the  Letters)  bring 
about  two  effects  (the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  Words,  and  that 
of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence)  ?  Nor  are  we  cognisant  of  any  other 
impression  (left  by  the  Letters)  than  the  previous  one,  which  giYes  ns 
the  idea  of  the  (Words  and  their  meanings), 

116-118,  For  is  a  review  of  the  past  Letters  possible  at  the  time 
of  the  utterance  of  the  last  Letter  (of  the  Sentence)  ;  inasmnch  as  snch 
a  review  is  rendered  impossible  by  the  intervention  of  the  cognitions  of  the 
Words  and  their  connection  with  the  Sentence.  Therefore  the  cognition 
of  the  Sentence,  (and  its  meaning)  as  a  single  corporate  whole  cannot  be  of 
the  form  of  the  remembrance  of  the  Letters  (composing  the  Words  of  the 
Sentence)  as  previously  heard  (at  the  utterance  of  the  Words).  And  for 
the  same  reason  it  cannot  be  held  (as  it  is  by  the  Vaiyikaranas)  that  the 
Sentence  really  is  of  the  form  of  the  Sentence  itself  (considered  as  a  whole 
in  itself,  irrespective  of  the  Words  or  Letters  composing  it). 

118-119.  By  tho  idea  of  a  "  Sentence"  we  do  not  comprehend  the 
specific  form  of  the  Sentence  (irrespective  of  the  meaning)  ;  nor  can  the 
idea  of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence  bring  about  the  cognition  of  its 
specific  form  (irrespective  of  objects  as  actually  existing  in  the  external 
world);  —  both  these  facts  having  been  shown  to  be  impossible,  nnder 


119-120.  Those  theorists,  who  hold  the  Sentence  and  its  denotation 
to  consist  in  single  wholes  (in  the  shape  of  sphoia)  —  some  of  them  hold- 
ing such  sphota  to  hare  an  external  existence,  and  others  confining  it  to  the 
mental  idea  of  these  alone  —  ,  will  have  to  assert,  without  any  grounds, 
the  falsity  of  the  separate  cognitions  (that  all  men  have)  of  the  sever- 
al component  parts  (of  the  Sentence  and  its  denotation).  For,  even  if 
one  were  to  assume  the  falsity  (of  certain  well-known  facts  and  objects,  such 
as  the  idea  of  the  parts  of  tbe  Sentence,  Ac.),  this  (mere  assumption 

Il«.ll8  The  Karika  admits  the  statement  made  in  the  objection,  that  the  Sentence 
as  a  whole  is  not  denotative  of  the  meaning  of  the  Sentence,  and  also  that  It  cannot 
be  held  that  there  is  a  Sphota  of  the  Sentence  which  is  denotative  of  its  meaning,  this 
Spkota  being  irrespective  of  the  Words  and  Letters  and  their  mutual  relations,  &o. 
64 
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without  any  reasons)  could  not  reject  the  (actual)  cognition  (that  people 
have)  of  the  object  itself. 

121-122.  The  Words  themselves,  cognised  as  having  only  a  slight 
capability  (of  denoting  their  own  specific  meanings),  are  capable  of 
making  up  an  endless  number  of  Sentences,  through  the  inclusion  (of  some) 
and  exclusion  (of  bthers),  and  through  the  various  combinations  (of  the 
words).  And  when  the  matter  (of  Sentences  and  their  denotations)  can 
be  explained  on  tiie  ground  of  these  slight  capabilities  (of  the  words),  it 
is  quite  unreasonable  to  assume  greater  (and  farther)  capabilities  (of  the 
Sentences)  (as  would  be  necessitated  by  those  holding  the  signification  of 
a  Sentence  to  belong  to  the  Sentence  as  a  whole,  irrespective  of  the 
Words).  And  (since  the  denotation  of  the  Sentence  can  be  explained  on 
the  ground  of  the  denotations  of  the  Words)  therefore  no  Apparent  Incon- 
sistency could  authorise  an  endless  number  of  Sentences  and  their  deno- 
tations. 

123-124.  It  cannot  be  urged  (as  it  is  done  by  the  Vaiyakaranas)  that 
the  idea  of  parts  (in  a  Sentence)  is  a  mistaken  one,  due  to  similarity  (of  the 
sounds  manifesting  the  Sentences).  Because,  you  do  not  recognise  the 
primary  parts  of  any  Sentence,  either  apai't  from  itself  or  in  any  other 
Sentence,  inasmuch  as  you  hold  all  Sentences  to  be  impartite  wholes.  And 
it  is  among  such  parts  as  have  a  reality  of  existence,  that  there  could  be 
similarity  or  dissimilarity.  (And  as  you  deny  such  reality  you  cannot 
base  any  ideas  upon  similarity  of  these). 

125-126.  In  the  case  of  Narasinha,  (which  is  the  instance  cited  by 
the  Vaiyakarana)  there  is  a  partial  similarity  (with  the  man  and  the  lion) 
because  there  are  two  such  classes  (of  animals,  as  Man  and  Lion).  And 
hence  in  this  case,  the  parts  perceived  in  the  body  of  Narasinha  have  a 
previous  and  separate  existence  in  the  two  classes, — some  parts  of  each 
appearing  (in  the  body  of  Narasinha)  and  others  being  absent  (there- 
from). The  hands,  <fcc.,  are  found  to  separately  resemble  those  of  the 

1SI.33  "  Greater  ca/pdbiUties,  fy'c" — "because  such  theorists  will  have  to  assume  a 
distinct  capability  for  each  separate  Sentence  over  and  above  the  capability  of  the  Words. 
A  certain  number  of  words  can.  constitute  many  sentences}  and  one  who  holds  the 
capability  of  words  alone  will  base  all  denotations  of  the  words  as  could  be  made  up  by 
the  various  combinations  of  the  words,  ou  the  capability  of  words  alone.  Whereas 
one  who  admits  the  Sphota  will  have  to  assume  a  separate  capability  for  each  separate 
sentence;  because,  for  him,  the  denotability  of  the  Sentence  is  irrespective  6f  the  Words. 

133.2*  The  Vaiyakaranaa  hold  that  the  sound  manifesting  each  sentence  is  distinct. 
But  in  two  sentences  where  certain  words  are  common,  the  sounds  are  much  similar;  and 
a.s  such  there  arises  a  notion  of  the  Sentences  having  certain  parts  similar  to  those  of  the 
other  sentences,  and  certain  dissimilar  parts.  This  gives  rise  to  the  idea  of  ft  Sentence 
having  parts. 
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human  body ;  and  we  have  a  separate  cognition  of  all  these  (parts,  hands 
Ac, ),  in  the  various  human  bodies  we  have  seen. 

127.  Hence  the  idea  of  the  sameness  of  these  (as  appoaring  in  ^  the 
body  of  Narasinha,  and  in  any  ordinary  human  body)  may  be  explained 
as  being  due  either  to  similarity  or  to  the  sameness  of  the  class  to  which 
these,  hands,  &c.,  belong.    And  hence  there  is  a  likelihood  of  the  recog- 
nition (of  the  hands,  &c.,  of  Narasinha  as  being  those  seen  in  a  human 

bodv ) 

128.  And  then,  if  you  hold  the  recognition  of  the  similarity  of  the 
parts  of  Sentences  to  be  like  this  (similarity  of  the  limbs  of  Narasinha),— 
then   the  reality  of  the  existence  of  parts  being  thereby  established,  the 
assumption  of  Sentences  being  without  parts  becomes  false. 

129.  The  similarity,  that  one  would  assume,  of  a  non-existent  object 
With  another  non-existent  object,  would  be  exactly  like  the  similarity  of 
the  horns  of  the  Hare  with  those  of  the  Ass  !  !  ! 

130.  If  you  hold  that  here  too  (in  the  case  of  non-existent  things), 
there  is 'a  similarity  of  iKM-emttou*  (which  is  common  to  all  non-existent 
things),  then  such  similarity  would  exist  among  all  Sentences;  inasmuch 
as,  according  to  you,  the  parts  of  all  Sentences _are  equally  non-existent 
and  as  such,  no  two  Sentences  would  ever  be  dissimilar. 

131  In  the  case  of  an  object  of  variegated  colour,  we  see  its  various 
parts,  as  black,  &c.,  severally;  and  in  the  case  of  wine,  (having  the  sweet  as 
well  as  the  bitter  taste)  we  cognise  one  part  (the  litter)  to  be  similar  to  other 
objects  (which  are  altogether  bitter).  _ 

132.  In  the  case  of  a  mixed  cognition,  we  are  not  cognisant  of  its 
parts.     It  is  the  object  of  that  cognition  which  is  variegated,  and  the  object 
has  parts  also  (therefore  the  ease  of  the  mixed  cognition  will  not  serve  as  an 

instance  for  you).  , 

133.  Therefore  the  notion  of  similarity  with  regard  to  Words  and 
Letters  cannot  be  based  upon  non-existence.    Nor  can  there  be,  for  you, 
any  such  similarity    (based  upon  parts)  in  a  Sentence,  inasmuch  as  you 
do  not  admit  of  any  parts  (of  Sentences,  which  in  your  opinion,  form  com- 
plete wholes  in  themselves,  in  the  shape  of  Sphotd).  _ 

134.  Even  if  the  Sentences  were  similar  to  one  another  (even  in  tfie 
absence  of  any  parts  of  these),  there  could  not  be  a  detaching  of  Letters 

m  The  other  side  has  urged  as  an  instance  that  in  the  case  of  a  mixed  cognition, 
we  have  an  idea  of  parts,  even  though  really  it  has  no  parts ;  in  the  same  manner 
though  the  Sentence  has  no  parts  in  reality,  yet  it  is  cognised  as  having  parts ;  ana  as 
such  this  cannot  serve  as  an  instance  for  the  case  of  the  sentence. 

IS*  As  a  matter  of  fact  we  know  of  such  instances  as  the  detachmg  of  one  Word 
from  a  ientenoe  T  ad  the  insertion  of  another'.!*  its  place.  All  this  could  not  be  if  the 
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and  Words  (from  Sentences).  Hence  there  could  not  be  an  inclusion  and  ex- 
clusion (of  Words),  (as  laid  down  by  the  Vaiyakaranas  themselves),  inasmuch. 
as  there  would  be  no  substrates  of  these  (since  for  you,  there  are  no  such 
things  as  parts  of  Sentences,  in  the  shape  of  Words,  &c.) 

-  135.  Nor,  in  the  absence  of  Words  and  Letters  as  making  up  the 
Sentence,  can  you  have  any  diversity  of  the  manifesting  (sounds  of 
Sentences),  on  which  diversity  you  could  base  the  apparent  notions  of 
diversity  in  Sentences.  Because  Sounds  (manifesting  the  Sphota  of  the 
Sentence  according  to  you)  are  held  to  be  subtile  (and  hence  imperceptible 
in  themselves,  and  hence  incapable  of  having  their  diversity  perceptible). 

136.  (Being  atomic    themselves)  the    Sounds  cannot    produce    any 
perceptible    effects    other    than   the    atomic.     Consequently,    we    could 
have  cognitions  only  of  the  atomic  factor  of  the  Words    (and  we  could 
never  have  any  perception  of  Words  as  they  are  ordinarily  known). 

137.  Even  though  there  be  diversity  and  sequence  among  the  sounds, 
yet  these  sounds  could  not  bring  about  any  such  (diverse  and  sequential) 
manifestation, — on  account  of  the   ahsence  (according  to  you)   of  these 
(diversity  and  sequence)  in  the  objects  to  be  manifested  (in  the  Sentences, 
which  you  hold  to  be  impartite  wholes). 

138.  (According  to  your  theory)   you  could  have  either  the  simul- 
taneous cognition  of  the  whole  Sentence  (as  a  whole)  or  no  cognition  at  all. 
Because  befoi*e  the  whole  Sentence  has  been  uttered,  there  is  nothing  for 
you  to  cognise  (inasmuch  as  you  do  not  hold  words  to  form  parts  of  the 
Sentences). 

139.  And  (another  difficulty  that  you  will  have  is  that)  a  single  Sen- 
tence  ("the  cloth  is")  may  be  a  complete  sentence  (at  one  time,  by  itself); 
and  the  same,  when  standing  in  need  of  something  else  (such  as  the  asser- 
tion of  the  redness  of  the  cloth),  would  be  deficient  (as  wanting  the  asser- 

senfcence  were  one  inpartite  whole,  Because  in  your  opinion  the  parts  of  sentences  are 
non-existing;  and  there  can  be  no  insertion  or  exclusion  of  non-existent  entities. 

1&&  The  Vaiyakaranas  hold  that  the  Sounds  manifestive  of  the  Sentences  are  diverse 
and  are  endowed  with  a  certain  order  of  sequence;  and  it  is  these  that  bring  about  the 
notion  of  partiteness  and  sequence  with  regard  to  sentences  which  in  reality  have  no  parts 
and  no  sequence:  The  Karika  shows  that  this  cannot  bej  inasmuch  as  the  sounds 
held  to  be  manifestive  of  the  Sphota  of  sentences  are  subtile;  and  as  such  cannot 
have  any  diversity  perceptible.  Hence  the  apparent  diversity  in  the  sentence  cannot 
be  due  to  the  diversity  of  the  sounds. 

183  Though  as  a  matter  of  fact,  even  when  a  certain  sense  is  left  incomplete,  we  do 
not  comprehend  the  words  that  may  have  been  uttered  till  then. 

189  The  opponent  cannot  assert  that  the  Word  expressing  redness  may  be  added  to 
the  Sentence— because  one  who  does  not  admit  of  parts  of  the  Sentence  cannot  have 
these  additions  and  subtractions,  as  shown  above, 
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tion  of  redttess);  and  tMs  would  "be  a  contradiction;  inasmuch  as  the  same 
Sentence  cannot  be  both  complete  and  incomplete  (deficient). 

140.  If  it  be  assumed  tbat  the  Sentence  of  free  words,  known  to 
have  a  separate  existence  by  itself,  does  not  exist  in  the  Sentence  of  four 
Words, — then  the  tree  conld  be  said  not  to  exist  in  the  forest. 

141.  If  it  be  held   that,  "the  Sentence  (of  three  Words— 'Bring 
white  cow*)  is  other  (than  the  Sentence  of  fonr  words,  '*  Devadatta,  bring 
white  cow'*),  because  it  is  known  to  have  a  separate  existence,  and  "becanse 
it  has  a  reality  (by  Itself  apart  from  the  other  Sentence,** — then  Words  and 
Letters  too  would  come  to  be  other  than  the  Sentence  (composed  of  these) 
(inasmuch  as  the  words  making  np  dne  Sentence  are  known  to  have  an 
existence  elsewhere  also,  and  have  a  reality  apart  from  the  individual  Sen- 
tence). 

142.  Therefore,  jnst  as  the  existence  of  smaller  Sentences  cannot  be 
denied  in  a  large  Sentence  (made  up  of  these  smaller  Sentences), — so,  in 
the  same  manner,  the  notions  of  Words  and  Letters  cannot  be  said  to  be 
non-existent,  in  the  cognition  of    Sentences  (made  up  of  these  Words 
and  Letters). 

143.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "since  these  (Words  and  Letters)  are  never 
used  alone  by  themselves  (but  only  in  Sentences;  and  hence  they  may  be 
taken  to  be  as  good  as  non  e$£)" — then  the  smaller  Sentence  too  is  used 
only  in  the  bigger  Sentence  (and  as  such  the  former  may  also  be  non  esti). 
If  it  be  urged  in  reply  that  the  smaller  Sentence  is  used  to  denote  its  own 
small  meaning, — then,  (we  reply,)  the  Words  too  are  used  to  denote  their 
own  meanings. 

144.  Though  Words  and  Letters  by  themselves  are  never  found  to 
form  part  of  ordinary  nsage  (t,e.,  though  they  are  never  used  as  such  by 
themselves)  yet  they  have  an  existence  of  their  own  (apart  from  any  Sen- 
tence), when  the  speaker  wishes  to  use  a  single  ward. 

145»  When,  on  having  cognised  a  certain  specific  fact,  one  wish.3s 
to  express  only  the  meaning  of  a  word,  he  uses  either  the  Word  singly  or 
a  single  Letter  with  some  meaning. 

146.    At  the  time  of  studying  (getting  up)  a  certain  hook,  one  has  re- 
HO  One  who  denies  the  fad  of  Words  and  Letters  making  np  Sentences,  must  hold 
that  the  Sentence  "Bring  white  cow**  being  a  complete  Sentence  in  itself,  does  not 
exist  in  the  Sentence  "  Devadatta,  bring  white  cow."    And  if  tliis  were  true,  then, 
nasmnch  aa  the  tree  in  the  forest  is  complete  in  itself,  it  could  not  be  said  to  exist  in 
the  forest.    This  is  aa  absurd  as  the  other* 

US  On  heing  asked  *  Who  is  coming  ?*  the  reply  is  simply  'the  King}*  or  on  being 
asked  *  Who  is  the  husband  of  Lftkshmi  ? '  the  reply  Is  'A,*  i.e.  Yishnu. 

1**  What  the  student  fixes  in  his  memory,  first  of  all,  arc  the  Words  and  Letters 
by  themselves.  The  getting  up  ol  the  Sentences  comes  next. 
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course  chiefly  to  the  ascertainment  (and  remembrance)   of  Words  and 
Letters,  apart  (from  the  Sentences  composed  of  them). 

147.  And  when,  in  such  cases,  these  (Words  and  Letters)  have  been 
known  to  have  an  (independent)  existence  of  their  own, — such  existence 
can  never  subsequently  be  denied;  because  the  cognition  of  the  denotation 
of  the  Sentence  does  not  in  any  way  contradict  (i.e.,  is  inconsistent  with) 
the  independent  forms  of  these  (Words  and  Letters,  as  having  an  indepen- 
dent existence  of  their  own). 

148.  Though  these  (Words  and  Letters)  singly  have  not  the  power 
to  bring  about  the  cognition  of  the  denotation  of  the  Sentence,  yet  their 
existence  remains  uncontroverted, — just  as  the  existence  of  the  wheel 
even  when  (apart  from  the  chariot  and  the  horse)  is  by  itself  incapable  of 
action  (motion). 

149.  Thus  then  the  fact  of  not  being  used  by  itself  (which  you  urge 
as  a  premiss  to  prove  the  non-existence  pf  the  Word)  becomes  inconclu- 
sive*    The  fact  of  those  (wheel,  <fec.)  being  seen  to  exist  even  in  the 
absence  of  the  action  (motion),  has  been  shown  to  apply  to  the  case  of 

t/V'ords  also  (since  these  also  are  seen  to  exist  apart  from  the  Sentence). 
(So  on  this  ground  too,  the  cases  of  the  Wheel  and  the  Word  are  not 
dissimilar). 

150.  The  counterblast  (by  the  adversary)  that, — "if  there  be   an 
existence  of  Words  and  Letters  (as  parts  of  the  Sentence),  then  there 

147  When  the  Words  have  been  known  to  have  an  independent  existence  apart 
from  the  Sentence,  the  denotation  of  the  Sentence  cannot  in  any  way  reject  their 
existence. 

I*8  Though  the  wheel  cannot  move,  yet  it  exists  all  the  same.  In  the  same  manner, 
though  the  Words,  by  themselves,  are  incapable  of  giving  the  meaning  of  the  Sentences , 
yet  their  independent  existence  continues  all  the  same. 

149  The  argument  advanced  by  the  opponent  is — "  Words  have  no  existence,  be- 
cause they  cannot  be  used  by  themselves,"  and  this  argument  is  rendered  doubtful 
and  inconclusive— incapable  of  giving  the  desired  conclusion — with  a  view  to  the  well- 
known  fact  of  certain  well-known  objects —  as  the  wheel  &c.,  which  are  known  to  be 
incapable  of  action  by  themselves  and  yet  have  an  independent  existence  of  their  own, 

IfcO  The  adversary's  argument  herein  referred  to  is  that,  just  as  Words  have  an  inde- 
pendent existence  as  parts  of  the  Sentence,  so  too  will  the  Letters,  as  parts  of  the  Word, 
have  an  independent  existence  of  their  own.  And  so  with  the  parts  of  the  Letters  as 
well ;  so  on  and  on,  ad  infinitum.  And  in  order  to  avoid  this  endlessness,  you  will  have 
to  rest  upon  some  imp&rtite  entity  5  then  when  It  does  become  necessary  to  admit  of  an 
iwpartit©  entity  in  the  end,  why  not  admit  of  it  in  the  beginning,  admitting  the 
Sentence  to  be  such  an  entity,  thus  doing  away  with  the  necessity  of  parts,  Words,  &c.? 

"As  in  tlie  case  of  atoms"— That  is,  in  the  case  of  the- jar,  people  go  on  assuming 
partite  entities  up  to  the  atom  where  they  rest;  and  those  that  oppose  this  thery  of 
atoms  assert  that  when  you  have  to  admit  an  imparfeite  entity,  why  not  admit  the 
jar  itself  fco  be  such  an  entity,  thus  doing  away  with  all  the  series  of  parts  over  parts  ? 
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would  also  be  an  independent  existence  of  the  parts  of  these  (Words  and 
Letters)  also;  and  thus  (going  on  ad  inftnUum)  we  would  have  to  ac- 
cept, the  non-existence  of  all  of  these  as  in  the  case  of  atoms/' — can  only 
serve  to  frighten  children. 

151.  Becanse,  jnst  as  even  when  there  are  (such)  ultimate  (parts  as) 
atoms  (of  fche  cloth),  the  threads,  &c.   (as  intermediate  parts  of  the  cloth, 
to  tho  downward  series  of  its  parts  up  to  atoms)  have  an  established  ex- 
istence,— so,  in  the  same  manner,  even  if  there  be  parts  (over  parts  of  the 
Letters,  &c.),  this  fact  does  not  militate  against  the  existence  of  the  Let- 
ters (as  intermediate  parts  of  Words  and  Sentences). 

152.  And  further,  because  a  certain  object  is  found  to  be  partite,  it 
does    not   necessarily    follow   that   all    its    parts  must  also  have    parts; 
because  though  the  jar  is  a  partite  object,  yet  the  atom  (of  the  jar)  has  no 
parts. 

153.  Thus  then,  the  diversity  of  Words  and  Letters  (in  a  Sentence) 
having  been  held  to  be  amenable  to  Sense-perception^  the  "Apparent  Incon- 
sistency" (Impossibility)  of  the  parts  of  Letters  cannot  reject  it, 

154.  The  adversary  has  cited  the   case  of  "Root-Forms"  (original 
forms  of  Words)  and  "affixes"  as  instances  proving  the  non-existence  (of 
Words  and  Letters   independently   of  the  Sentence).     And  these  instan- 
ces are  not  sound,  inasmuch  as  people  are  cognisant  of  the  independent 
existence  of  these  (Roots  and  Affixes). 

155.  It  cannot  be  said  that  grammatical  words  mention  (Root-forms 
and  Affixes  by  themselves  only  as  showing)  certain  grammatical  processes 
(and  not  as  expressing  the  forms  of  these  independently  by  themselves). 
Because  the    independent  forms  of  these    (Boot-forms,   Affixes,  &c  )  are 
directly  perceptible  (by  the  Senses);    and  so    (perceptible)    is  also  the 
denotation  of  these,  just  like  any  other  denotations  (of  Words  or  Senten- 
ces). 

156.  Because    in    a  Word    ("vrkshena,"  f.i.)  the    root-form    ("vrlc- 
$Jia")  and  the  affix  (the  instrumental  "ta")  are  recognised  distinctly  one 

154  The  adversary's  syllogism  is — "Words  and  Letters  have  no  existence, — because 
they  can  never  be  used  by  them  Selves,— just  as  Roots,  Affixes,  &c,"  And  the  Karlka 
means  that  since  we  are  cognisant  of  the  independent  existence  of  Roots,  &o.,  the  exist- 
ence of  these  cannot  prove  the  independent  non-existence  of  Words  and  Letters.  In 
fact,  in  rales  of  grammar  Roots  and  Affixes  are  very  often  mentioned  by  themselves. 

168  When  "Yrkshena"  is  uttered  we  have  first  of  all  a  cognition  of  the  original 
simple  word  "  Vrksha'*  as  denoting  the  tree ;  and  then  follows  the  cognition  of  the  case — 
ending  ta  signifying  singularity  and  instrumentality.  ThuSj  as  the  two  "are  perceived 
distinctly  one  after  the  other,  and  their  denotations  too  are  cognised  distinctly  one  afkr 
the  other,  they  cannot  but  be  admitted  to  have  distinct;  independent  existences  of  their 
own. 
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after  the  other  (since  at  first  we  have  an  idea  of  the  simple  noun  lt 
and  then  of  the  instrumental  and  singular  affix).  And  the  denotations  of 
these  too,  appearing  on  their  own  appearance,  are  also  cognised  distinct- 
ly, one  after  the  other.  * 

157-159.  The  denotations  of  these  (basic  nouns  and  affixes)  are  cog- 
nised  distinctly  also  through  affirmative  and  negative  concomitance;  inas- 
much as  we  find  that  while  the  affixes — am  and  the  rest — appear  axid 
disappear  (i.e.y  even  when  the  affixes  are  heing  changed)  the  denotation 
of  the  "basic  noun  ("vrksha"  fa.)  continues  the  same.  As  for  instance, 
in  the  two  words  "vfJcsham"  and  "t>rfote»a,"  the  class  "vrksha"  (be- 
ing the  denotation  of  the  simple  basic  noun  "  vrksha  " )  remains  tlie 
same,  while  the  accusative  character  (denoted  by  the  aw.  in  the  former 
word)  disappears  (in  the  latter),  and  in  its  place  appears  the  instru- 
mentality (denoted  by  the  ta  in  "wUtena").  (So  much  for  the  distinct 
cognition  of  the  denotation  of  the  Affixes  apart  from  the  basic  noun  ; 
now  as  regards  that  of  the  denotation  of -the  basic  noun,  apart  from 
that  of  the  Affixes).  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  two  words  "vrksham" 
and  "ghatam"  the  accusative  character  (denoted  by  the  am  present  121 
both  words)  continues  the  same,  while  the  denotation  (of  the  Word 
'vrlcsha"  disappears  (in  the  latter),  and  that  of  the  word  "ghata"  appear** 
in  its  place. 

160.  Hence  (it  must  be  admitted  that)  the  denotation  (of  a  word  or 
affix,  or  a  sentence)  is  that  which  always  accompanies  (is  invariably  con- 
comitant with)  these  (Word,  6Vc.).  And  in  order  to  explain  this  otherwise 
inexplicable  fact,  we  conclude  the  existence  of  such  potentiality  (of  denota- 
tion) in  them  (i.e.,  Word,  <fcc.). 

16L  Thongh  in  the  case  of  such  Words  as  "yitpa"  "fcflpa/1  <fcc.,  the 
particle  "ftpa"  is  common,  yet  there  is  no  distinct  denotation  (of  this  com- 
mon particle)  which  would  be  common  to  both  words  (as  the  "vffaka9* 
is  in  the  words  "vrJsham"  and  "vrfohe'jta");  and  that  this  is  so  does 
not  militate  against  Words  (and  as  such  the  above  fact  cannot  militate 
against  the  partite  character  of  words). 

I&1.H9  This  shows  that  we  are  cognisant  of  the  denotations  of  affixes  apart  from 
those  of  the  basic  conns,  and  rice  versa. 

1*1  The  objection  answered  in  this  KariKa  is  this: — "If  fche  Word  *  Vrksha*  being 
common  to  the  two  words  "Yrksham/'  andj"  Vrksfe&pa,"  has  a  distinct  denotation  of  its 
own— the  particle  vpa  being  common  to  the  two  words  would  also  have  a  distinct  signi- 
fication of  its  own ;  and  inasmuch  as  this  is  not  the  case,  the  distinct  signification  of  the 
word  *  Vrksh*  *  should  also  be  rejected  i  and  hence  also  the  fact  of  Words  and  Senten- 
ces being  partite."  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  mere  fact  of  any  common  particle 
not  giving  a  distinct  meaning  cannot  strike  againit  the  denotativenean  and  partite  charac- 
ter of  all  words. 
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162.  Because  mere  ooncomitanee— either  affirmaiaTe  or  negative — 
cannot  bring  about  tlie  cognition  of  any  altogether  new  denotation  (never 
known  before).     All  that  is  done  by  these  (affirmative  and  negative  con- 
comitances) is  that,  when  a  certain  number  of  denotations  appear  to  be 
connected  (with  a  Word),  they  serve  to  restrict  the  (denotative)  poten- 
tiality (of  the  Word)  to  one  of  them. 

163.  Thus  then,  a  Word  ("erfatefta,"  £i.)  being  of  a  variegated  form 
(containing  the  basic  noun  "erkaha"  and  the  instrumental  case-ending  a£3"), 
and  as  such,  signifying  a  variegated  meaning  (the  tree  and  instrummtaUty} 
that  meaning  which  is  cognised  at  the  appearance  of  a  certain  factor  of 
such  a  word,  is  ascertained  to  be  the  specific  denotation  of  that  factor  (f.l, 
instrumentality  being  cognised  only  on  the  appearance  of  the  affir  £$f  this 
affix  is  ascertained  to  have  instrumentality  for  its  specific  denotation). 

164.  Though  the  dust,  really  appearing  and  disappearing  on  ihe  ap- 
pearance and  disappearance  of  herds  of  cows  and  horses,  <fea,  may,  for  once> 
be  found  to  be  accompanied  by  (concomitant  with)  a  line  of  ants  (which  may 
be  passing  by  at  that  time), — yet  it  (the  dust)  is  not  the  denotation  thereof 
(of  the  line  of  ants)  j  inasmuch  as  this  has  not  the  potentiality  (of  such 
denotation). 

165.  Among  all  big  animals,  such  as  elephants,  horses,  &a,  we  find 
a  common  cause  of  (throwing)  dust,  in  the  shape  of  their  being  hard  bodied 
animals, — characterised  by  combination   and  distribution  (producing  an 
increase  and  decrease  respectively  in,  the  quantity  of  dust  thrown  out). 

1**  If  fclie  meanings  of  words  were  to  "be  produced  by  such,  concomitance,  then  cue 
presence  of  itjpa  in  yuyw  and  fe&pa  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it  has  a  meaning, 
But  as  a  matter  of  fact  concomitance  is  incapable  of  producing  meanings.  Th&  only 
use  of  concomitance  lies  in  this  that,  as  for  instance,  on  hearing  the  word  "  Vrkshena,** 
we  find  that  the  Word  "Vrksha"  may  denote  the  tree  or  instrumentality ;  and,  then 
subsequently  finding  the  word  *'  Yrksha Jl  to  be  present  [in  "  Yrksham/*  and  knowing 
that  this  word  is  the  accusative  form  of  "  Trksha/*  and  the  former  is  tlie  Instrumental 
form— and  again  finding  that  in  U0hatena%"  though  the  instrumental  affix  is  the  same, 
the  noun  "Vyksha"  is  absent, — we  conclude  that  instntmentaU ty  must  be  the  deno- 
tation of  the  affix  t& ;  and  the  tree  only  the  denotation  of  the  word  *'  Yrksha.** 

1®  Oonoomitanoe  only  serves  to  regulate  the  potentiality  of  words,  &o.,  among  al- 
ready existing  meanings. 

l**  If  mere  concomitance  were  the  ground  of  denotation,  then  in  a  case  where  dust 
has  been  thrown  by  the  movement  of  cows,  &c,,  if  a  line  of  ants  happen  to  pass  by, 
we  could  have  the  line  of  ants  denotative  of  the  dust,  which  is  absurd. 

165  it  cannot  be  objected  that,  since  dust  is  seen  to  be  thrown  out  by  elephants  also, 
cows,  &c.,  cannot  be  the  cause  of  the  dust.  Because  it  is  not  only  certain  animals 
that  are  its  cause;  but  all  hard-bodied  animals — cows,  horses,  elephants  all — are 
the  cause  of  dust-storms,  inasmuch  as  they  are  all  hard-bodied;  and  another  ground 
for  asserting  these  animals  to  be  the  cause  of  dust  is  that  an  increase  in  the  number 
of  animals  moving  about*  brings  about  an  increase  in  the  quantity  of  dust  thrown 
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166.  And  further,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  the  !line  of  ants  even 
without  any  dust; — hence  even  though  it  (the  line  of  ants)  may  exist 
together  with  the  elephants,  4c.,    (causes   of  the  dust),  yet  it  cannot  "be 
tbe  cause  of  it  (the  dust). 

167.  Basic  Nouns  and  Affixes  never  being  used  separately  by  them- 
selves (apart  from  one  another),— 'just  as  their  (separate)  denotations  are 
never  seen,  so  also  their  non-denotability  (separately,  each  by  itself)  can 
never  be  seen  (hence  it  is  as  reasonable  to  assert  their  denotability  as  non- 
denotability). 

168.  Objection  .— - "  In  the  case  of  Nouns  and  Verbs,  we  find,  in  certain  * 
c^ses  (exemplified  below  in  K.  169—178),  that  when  they  are  taken  IB 
their  complete  forms  they  do  not  invariably   and    necessarily  give    tbe 
desired  meaning  only,  and  when  taken  in  their  deficient  forms  (or  even 
when  these  Words  themselves  are  absent)  (then  too  the  desired  meaning 
is  expressed  all  the  same);  (and  hence),  it  is  found  that  their  denotability 

,  of  an  invariable  definite  meaning  is  impossible, — this  impossibility  being 
based  upon  the  fact  of  the  (denotations  really  belonging  to)  other  Words 
and  Sentences  (i*e.,  the  impartite  Words  and  Sentences,  in  the  shape  of 
the  Sphota  of  these). 

169.  "As  instances  of  the  incapability  of  words  to  express  any  defi- 
nite meaning,   when  they   are  taken   in   their  complete  forms,  we  have 

out,  and  so  with  decrease  also.  And  it  is  a  commonly  acknowledged  fact  that  a 
decrease  or  increase  in  any  effect,  is  brought  about  only  by  decrease  or  increase  in  its 
cause.  And  as  the  quantity  of  dust  thrown  about  is  seen  to  increase  and  decrease, 
according  as  the  number  of  animals  increases  and  decreases  (as  combining  together  or 
becoming  dispersed),— therefore  these  animals  must  be  admitted  to  be  the  cause 
of  the  dust.  [It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  ant  is  not  a  hard-bodied  animal]. 

186  it  is  only  an  invariable  and  necessary  antecedent  that  is  a  cause;  and  since 
the  ant  is  seen  even  without  the  dust,  and  the  dust  is  seen  without  the  ants,  these  latter 
can  never  he  the  cause  of  the  dust. 

1ST  "We  see  the  ants  in  the  absence  of  the  dust.  But  we  never  see  either  tlie  basic 
noun  used  without  the  affix,  or  the  affix  used  without  the  basic  noun;  hence  it  is  as 
'reasonable  to  assert  that  they  have  separate  meanings,  as  to  hold  that  they  have  no 
such  meaning.  But  we  £nd  that  they  have  distinct  denotations,  as  shown  in  Karikas 
157  et.  seq.  Therefore  there  can  be  no  ground  for  asserting  their  separate  non-denota- 
tiveness, — while  for  asserting  their  separate  denotativeness,  there  are  many  grounds, 
as  detailed  in  Zarika  157,  &c.  Hence  it  must  be  admitted  that  even  basic  nouns  and 
affixes  have  distinct  denotations  of  their  own. 

1*8  From  here  up  to  K.  181  the  Sphotawdi  seeks  to  prove  on  the  ground  of  the 
absence  of  concomitance — affirmative  and  negative — that  words  and  their  parts  have  no 
expressiveness.  The  word  "BUmasena  "  denotes  Arjuna's  brother,  who  is  also  denoted 
by  the  word" Bhtina"  alone. 

IW  «  Vipra,"  &c.,  are  explained  in  Karikas  170-177;  and  " Rljua,"  &c,,  iu  Karika  1 78 
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*  words  TtjpraV   'Agmh*  'pacati,'  *y$tam,'   'JtafaJuutingagaC    And 

(as  instances  of  the  meanings  of  words  being  expressed  even  when  the 
Words  themselves  are  either  deficient  or  altogether  absent,  we  have) 
** Rnjna  Dadhyatra  Gam"  where  the  Word  (expressing  the  meaning) — 
appears  in  an  entirely  different  form,  and  as  such,  (sounding)  like  another 
Word  altogether. 

170-175.  "The  word  'Yipra,'  may  be  taken  as  consisting  of  *vi*  and 
4  pra,f  two  verbal  prefixes  expressing  their  meanings  as  such ;  and  it  may 
also  be  taken  as  forming  a  single  word  *  Vipra '  denoting  the  class  *  Brah- 
msna/  (Therefore  there  can  be  no  invariable  concomitance  between  the 
word  sVipra,*  and  the  expression  of  any  one  of  these  two  meanings)* 
Similarly,  the  word  *api«a&'  may  be  a  noun  (denoting  the  horse)  as  well 
as  a  verbal  form  of  the  First  Preterite  { Second  Person  Singular,  of  the  root 
*  pros'  to  breathe).  The  word  'pacafc"  may  be  a  verbal  form  (Present 
Tense,  Third  Person  Singular);  or  it  may  be  taken  as  two  words  f  paca* 
and  Si5/  in  which  latter  case  too  *  t& '  may  be  taken  as  the  dual  form  of  the 
Feminine  Pronoun,  or  the  Plural  form  of  the  Masculine  Pronoun,  or  the 
Singular  Dative  or  Genitive  of  the  latter;  or  the  complete  word  *j>aca£8  * 
may  be  the  form  in  the  Dative  Singular  of  *  Paean'  (the  root  Pooa), 
ending  in  the  affix  gatr  (the  Present  Participle).  Again  'yftfaW'' 
may  be  the  verbal  form  (of  the  root  *ya')  in  the  Imperative  Mood 
Second  Person  Dual, — or  it  may  be  read  as  'ayatam*  (when  preceded  by 
*jpaca£5*)»  in  which  case,  it  would  be  a  form  of  the  same  root  in  the  First 
Preterite,  (Second  Person  Singular);  or  the  word  ^yatani^  maybe  takea 
as  a  Past  Participle  (ending  in  Ma,  and  qualifying  a  noun)?  in  which  ease* 
it  may  be  taken  as  Accusative  Singular  in  the  Masculine,  or  Nominative 
Singular  (in  the  Neuter).  And  'Rajahasti*  may  be  taken  as  a  com- 
pound (meaning  the  King's  elephant),  or  the  word  'Raja*  may  be  taken 
as  (a  separate  word)  a  form  of  the  root  Esja  in  the  Imperative  Second 
Person.  And  in  *  Hastinyagdt,*  'Hastini*  maybe  taken  as  the  form  (of 
tie  noun  *Hasti*)  in  the  Locative  Singular  (when  taken  as  ending  in  the 
short  f),  or  (when  taken  as  ending  in  the  long  I)  it  may  be  taken  as  a  Fe- 
minine form  (in  the  Nominative  Singular).  And,  lastly,  e  agat  *  may  be 
taken  as  a  form  of  the  root  *gams  in  the  Third  Preterite  (Third  Person 
Singulai),  or  as  a  form  of  the  noun  *a$a*  (mountain)  in  the  Ablative 
(Singular);  or  again  *a^'  may  be  taken  as  a  compound,  ending  in  the 
isvip  affix,  and  signifying  one  who  eats  (latti9)  mountains  (lagS,ny). 

176.  "  Thus  then,  there  being  a  doubt  as  to  the  real  meaning  (of 
words,)  no  definite  ascertainment  of  the  meaning  of  particular  words  is 
possible.  On  the  other  band,  if  an  impartite  sentence,  in  the  shape  of 
Spkota  be  held  to  be  expressive  of  meanings  (independently  of  the  Words) 
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tken  there  is  a  definite  ascertainment  of  the  meaning,  through  the  sentence 
as  a  complete  whole  in  itself  (in  the  shape  of  Sphota.) 

177,  "  Then  the  meaning  that  is  once  found  to  accompany  (be  ex- 
pressed  hy)  a  word,  cannot  be  said  to  always  constitute  the  only  denotation 
of  the  word ;  inasmuch  as  the  same  form  (of  the  word,  '  VipraJ  f .L) 
when  taken  as  a  different  word  (i.e.,  when  interpreted  as  the  two  verbal 
prefixes  i£  and  pra,)  is  seen  to  be  without  any  meaning  at  alL 

178*  "In  the  same  manner,  what  is  known  to  be  significant  (of  the 
King)  is  the  word  *  Raj  ft;'  and  this  word  is  not  found  in  the  word  *  RajnS,  * 
(which  too  signifies  the  King).  Similarly,  the  forms  of  the  words  'DadM  * 
and  *  Qauh J  (originally  known  to  be  significant  of  the  curd  and  the  cow) 
do  not  exist  in  the  expression  *  Dadhyatra  *  and  in  *  Gdm '  (though,  in 
both  these  we  have  the  signification  of  the  same  objects). 

179.  "And  when  the  relation  of  a  certain  meaning  (the  King>  Li. )  has 
been  recognised,  with  a  certain  particular  word  (*  Rcij&S  fa.),  no  other 
words  ( '  RSjnft '  or  '  RajnahJ  <fcc.,)  can  be  held  to  be  expressive  (of  that 
•meaning).  Nor  is  it  possible  for  us  to  be  cognisant  of  the  relation  (of  the 
moaning)  with  all  the  modifications  (of  the  original  word  known  to  be 
significant  of  the  meaning), — inasmuch  as  these  modifications  are  end- 
less. 

180-181,  "  Therefore  (the  fact  of  the  sentence  being  impartite  having 
been  proved)  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  complete  qualified  meaning  (o£ 
the  sentence)  is  signified  by  the  Sentence,  independently  by  itself — which  is 
devoid  of  any  meanings  (of  Words  or  Letters)  on  account  of  the  non-signi- 
fication (by  it)  of  any  relations  between  classes  and  generic  properties  (which 
form  the  denotations  of  "Words,  the  denotations  of  sentences  refering  to  in* 
dwiduals\ — and  which  is  also  devoid  (independent)  of  Words  and  its  parts, 
in  the  shape  of  the  basic  nouns,  and  affixes,  &c.,  &c. ; — such  independent 
signification  by  the  Sentence  being  through  the  supposed  agency  of  its  suppos- 
ed parts,  assumed  and  laid  down  as  such  in  grammatical  works,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  explaining  the  signification  of  the  sentence  to  weak-minded  persons 

W*  This  explains  the  instances  "  Rljna  "  &o.  (urged  in  tfce  secondhalf  of  Karika  169) 
•which  are  meant  to  show  that  e\  en  n-egative  concomitance  cannot  explain  the  expressive- 
ness of  words,  inasmuch  as  in  the  cases  cited,  the  meaning  continues  to  be  expressed 
even  when  the  word  known  to  be  expressive  of  it  has  ceased  to  exist,  e.g.,  the  wonel 
"Raja"  is  known  to  signify  the  King?  and  the  King  continnes  to  be  signified  even 
if  the  word  "  Rajl "  has  been  replaced  by  "  Rajna." 

itt  "  Modifications— such  as  "  Rajna  "  "  Rajnah,"  «  Rajm  "  "  Rajafciya," &c.,— of  the 
word  "  Raja." 

180.181  The  sentence  is  independent  of  the  words,  Ac.,  and  the  meaning  of  the 
tteucenoe  is  independent  of  the  meanings  of  the  words?  inasmnoh  as  words  signify 
classes,  while  sentences  refer  to  individuals. 
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of  comprehending  tbe  meaning  of  tlie  sentence  as  a  complete  im- 
partite  whole  in  itself." 

182.  To  all  this,  we  make  the  following  reply :  In  all  tbe  above- 
cited  instances  (of  *  Ftpra,*  *  Acva,'  &c.)  the  real  word  is  different  in  each 
case  (the  word  a  Vipra  "  as  signifying  the  Brahmana  being  different  from 
the  same  word  as  made  up  of  the  verbal  prefixes  m  and  pra), — this  differ- 
ence  being  based  upon  the  difference  of  some  property  (characteristic)  or 
other, — e,#.,  in  the  case  of  the  words  "  JbrS  "  and  "  SSja  "  the  difference  is 
based  upon,  the  difference  in  the  order  of  the  Letters  (which  are  exactly  the- 
same  in  the  two  words.) 

183.  And  as  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  real  forms  of.  words, 
learned  people  have  recourse  to  many  means, — such  as  Order?  Deficiency, 
MsGcess9  Accent,  Sentence^  Itemembmnce,  and  Direct  Assertion,  <fcc. 

184-185.  The  meanings  of  certain  parts  of  the  sentence  having  been 
definitely  cognised  in  their  true  forms,  the  others  are  ascertained  as  denot- 
ing meanings  in  keeping  with  the  former.  As  for  instance,  in  the  case  o!  a 
word  which  can  be  taken  both  as  a  noun  and  a  verb, — those,  who  have 
already  got  at  the  noun  by  means  of  other  words  in  the  sentence,  stand  in 
need  of  a  verb,  and  hence  conclude  the  doubtful  word  to  be  a  verb  ;  while 
those  who  have  got  the  verb  elsewhere  conclude  it  to  be  a  noun. 

186-187.  And  again,  the  human  shape  being  the  same  in  any  two 
persons,  the  fact  of  their  being  a  Brahmaua,  &c.,  is  ascertained  by  the  Ue- 
membranca  of  their  parentage  (Lit.  Father  and  Mother).  In  the  same 
manner,  the  ascertainment  of  the  fact  of  words  being  a  noun  or  a  verb  is 
due  to  the  Remembrance  (smrti)  of  the  rules  (laid  down  by  Paaini)  men- 
tioning the  basic  nouns  and  their  affixes  (as  also  verbs  and  their  affixes),  , 

188.     Objection :   u  But  those  who    are   not   acquainted    with    these 

184. i&*  In  the  case  of  the  word  "pacati" — which  can  be  both  a  verb  and  a 
noun  (the  Dative  Singular  of  "  paean.  **), — when  it  is  found  in  the  sentence  "Bhokiu- 
Mmdh  p-acate  "  there  is  a  donbt  as  to  whether  it  is  to  be  taken  as  a  noun  or  a  verb  ;  then 
comes  the  cognition  of  the  preceding  word  as  a  noon,  and  then  in  order  to  complete 
the  sentence  the  other  word  is  ascertained  to  be  a  verb.  While  in  the  sentence 
"pacatS  deikshi^am  dehi"  the  verb  being  recognised  in  'cteki/  the  'pacate*  ia  ascertained 
to  be  a  noun  (properly  as  qualifying  a  noun).  This  is  an  instance  of  the  ascertainment 
of  the  meaning  of  words  through  Sentence. 

I8«.l81  This  is  an  instance  of  the  ^certainment  of  the  meanings  of  words  through 
Remembrance  or  Smrti.  Whether  the  word  pacate  is  a  noun  or  a  verb  can  also  be  as- 
certained by  knowing  whether  it  is  made  up  of  the  root  pac  -f  te  (which  are  called 
verbal  root  and  verbal  affix  respectively  by  Panini),  or  by  the  basic  noun  paean  -f 
the  dative  termination  (called  noun,  and  case  affix,  by  Panini). 

M»  The  fact  of  the  non-discrimination  of  Brahtnanahood  by  those  not  knowing 
the  person's  parentage,  cannot  prove  that  JSrihmanahood  is  not  baaed  upon  parentage. 
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(grammatical)  rules  could  never  thus  distinguish  (between  notma  and 
verbs)."  Regly :  True :  but  this  objection  applies  equally  to  the  discri- 
mination of  the  Brahmana,  &c.,  by  those  who  are  not  acquainted  with 
the  parentage  of  the  person  concerned. 

189.  Similarly,  sometimes  a  doubtful  word  is  ascertained!  (in  its  ap- 
plication) by  means  of  Direct  Assertion  by  those  persons  to  whom  the  fact 
of  certain  words  being  nouns  and  others  being  verbs  is  already  well«known; 
— this  ascertainment  being  due  to  co-ordination. 

190.  Olj :  "But  there  could  be  no  such  discrimination  (of  verbs  and 
nouns,  specially  when  the  form  is  the  same,  as  in  'pacatB'),  according  to  one 
who  does  not  admit  of  classes  of  words  (such  as  the  class  *noun*  <fcc/ 
And  (hence)  the  same  word  (*pacate/  f.i.)  could  never  be  cognised  as  both 
a  noun  and  verb.1' 

191.  Reply:  True:  but  who  is  such  as  does  not  admit  of  such  (distinct) 
classes,  as  the  four  kinds  of  words  ("Noun,"  "Verb,"  "Verbal  Affixes"  and 
"Irregular  Forms")?    In  fact  (even  among  parts  of  words)  we  have  the 
classes  4t  Declensional  Affix,"  "Conjugational  Affix,"  "  Nominal  Affix/'  and 
"Taddhita  Affix,"  as  also  the  classes  "  Verbal  Root,"  &c.  ("Basic  Noun*' 
and  the  like). 

1§2.    Even  if  the  word  be  a  single  (impartite  whole)  (in  the  shape  of 
the  class  "verb,"  &c.), — even  then,  this  fact  does  not  militate  against  the 

In  the  same  manner  the  fact  of  the  non-discrimination  of  nouna  and  verbs  by  those 
not  acquainted  with  grammatical  rules,  cannot  prove  that  the  grammatical  rules  do  not 
regulate  the  discrimination  of  nouns  and  verbs. 

IW  "  Co-ordination" — People  who  are  learned  have  never  any  doubts  as  to  whether 
a  word  is  a  verb  or  a  noun.  All  the  doubt  that  such  people  have  is  with  regard  to 
the  exact  meaning  of  words — e.g.t  in  the  passage  "  udbhida  yajeta"  people  have  doubts 
as  to  whether  "  Udbhid"  i&that  which  sprouts upt  or  it  is  the  name  of  a  certain  sacrifice 
And  then  they  perceive  that  the  word  "udbhida.**  qualifies — and  as  such  is  co-ordinate 
with — the  sacrifice  which  is  comprehended  in  the  said  passage  as  being  the  means  of  the 
conception  (Bhavana)  of  cattle— which  is  directly  asserted  by  the  above  passage,  to 
be  attainable  by  means  of  the  "  uffbhid  '*  sacrifice.  Thus  through  Direct  Assertion  it 
comes  to  be  ascertained  that  "ndbhid"  is  the  name  of  a  certain,  sacrifice  which  brings 
about  the  acquirement  of  cattle. 

1W  The  sense  of  the  objection  is  that,  "in  the  case  of  Brahmanas  we  are  cognisant  of 
such  different  classes;  whereas  we  are  not  cognisant  of  any  each,  classes  as  *Noun '  and 
4  Verb/  &c,,  hence  how  could  the  same  word  be  said  to  be  both  noun  and  verbj  siace  all 
that  we  are  cognisant  of  is  the  form  of  the  word,  which  remains  the  same;  how  could  it 
be  both  noun  and  verb  of  which,  as  classes,  we  are  never  cognisant  ?  " 

1W  The  objection  that  this  Karika  has  in  view  is  this :  *\The  Mimdnsaka  holds 
the  word  to  be  a.  partite  object  made  up  of  the  Letters;  while  in  postulating 
such  a  class-  as  *  Verb/  for  instance,  he  admits  the  singularity  of  these  since  the 
class  Verb  is  one  only;  and  since  words  too,  as  being  individuals  of  these  classes, 
would  be  cognised  as  being  indentical  witfc  ,lhe  class,  these  would  be  one  only  j  and  as 
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**Word,"  wMcb.  does  not  entirely  differ  (from  tne  Letters  composing 
the  word).    What  is  meant  by  the  Bblshya— l*  Letters  themselves  are  the 

WOT&» is  the  denial  of  any  absolute  difference  (of  the  word  from  the 

constituent  Letters). 

193,  And  like  the  class  "walking,"  this   (class  ct  noun,")   too  is 
manifested  (made  perceptible)  by  means  of  its  various  parts  appearing  in  a 
certain  order  of  sequence.     Or,  the  manifestation  thereof  may  be  due  to  the 
last  Letter  only,  as  helped  by  the  impressions  left  by  the  preceding  Letters. 

194.  Or,  Letters  would  be  capable  of  bringing  about  the  cognition  of 
the  Yerb  and  noun,  Ac.,)—  even  if  the  form  of  the  word  were  the  same  as 
in  the  case  of  jpflcate,— by  means  of  that  property  of  theirs,  whereby  they 
are  capable  of  manifesting  another  cUm  (i.e.,  "Word"). 

8nch  this  would  be  nothing  more  tban  the  Yyafcarana  theory  of  Sphota .»  The  sense  of 
*ha  reBlv  as  embodied  in  the  KSrika  is  that  even  though  the  word  be  identical  with 
the  classes  "  Yerb,"  to.,  yet  this  cannot  reject  the  class  «  Word ,»  and  this  does  not  con 
tradict  our  own  previous  assertions,  inasmuch  as  what  we  nave  denied  under  Sphotaistbat 
form  of  a  Word  from  which  all  distinction  of  Letters,  to.,  has  been  removed ;  and  hence 
if  the  word  be  held  to  be  a  class  not  absolutely  differing  from,  and  based  npon,  the  real 
Letters  (composing  the  words),  then  too  the  passage  «  Lettera  themselves  are  words, 
would  only  mean  that  a  word  is  the  Letters  belonging  to  (haying  the  shape-  and 
character  of)  the  class  «  word  »  This  passage  denies  the  fact  of  words  being  different 
totally  from  Letters  ,  hence  if  the  word  be  held  to  be  a  class,  not  excluding  (or  totally 
differing  from)  the  Letters,  then  the  above  passage  is  not  contradicted. 

Such  is  the  interpretation  of  the  ZSftit*  which  is  also  followed  m  the  translation 
TheN  B.  however  explains  thns:  The  Karikl  anticipates  the  objection  that  if  the ^word 
be  held  to  be  one  with  the  component  Letters,  as  laid  down  in  the  Bhashya- 
"Letter*  are  words»-then  this  means  a  denial  of  everything  else  besides  Letters ;  .<md 
bent  how  conld  there  be  any  such  classes  as  «  Yerb,"  te  consistently  with  the .asser- 
tion of  the  Bhashyl.  The  sense  of  the  Karika  m  repty  is,  *****  *J* 
Bfcashya  means  is  only  the  denial  of  such  a  thing  as  Sphota  which  is  held  by  Vaiyaka- 
ranas  to  be  something  totally  different  from  the  Letters  (and  this  is  what  is  ****** 
the  Bhashya  asserting  that  word  is  the  Letters  themselves  and  not  a  tphota).  But  ti» 
classes  "Verb  "  "Noun,"  to.,  are  sach  as  are  not  totally  different  from  the  Letters,  just 
like  the  class  "Sound ;»  and  as  such  these  cannot  be  said  to  be  denied  by  the  passage  which 
onlv  denies  an  entity-like  the  Sphota-totally  different  from,  and  having  no  connection 
with  Letters,  inasmuch  as  the  class  Yerb,  to.,  as  held  by  ns  is  based  upon  Letters  j  and 
as  such  is  not  absolutely  different  from  and  unconnected  with  them. 

m  Just  as  "Walking"  is  manifested  by  the  various  motions  of  the  body  appear- 
ing  one  after  the  other,  so  the  class  "Noun"  is  manifested  by  the  various  Letters 
composing  it  appearing  one  after  the  other  in  a  certain  order  of  sequenoe^In  this 
view  all  the  Letters  are  held  to  he  the  manifested  In  the  view  propounded  in  fee 
Lond  half  of  the  Karika  it  is  the  last  Letter  of  the  word  which  is  the  manif  eater,  the 
preceding  ones  only  acting  as  its  auxiliaries. 

Ufr  Having  shown  the  possibility  of  such  classes  as  "Yerb,"  to.,  the  author  now 
gives  up  this  position,  on  account  of  the  uselesaness  of  such  an  assumption  j  inasmuch 
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195.  Though  of  these  (verb*  noun,  Ac.)  there    are  no  well-defined 
groups,  like  a  Jforest  or  a  Line,  yet  it  is  possible  to  have  distinct  usages  of 
the  yerb,  &c.,  as  classes. 

196.  The  same  explanation  holds  good  with  the  idea  of  the  Verbal 
Boots,  Affixes,  and  their  Denotations,  as  forming  so  many  classes.    And 
these  cannot  be    said  to  be  conventional  and  a^  sucb  non-eternal;  becanse 
the  forms  of  Taddhitas,  verbs,  and  words  ending  in  nominal  and  verbal 
affixes,  are  all  recognised  (remembered)  by  learned  people  to  be  eternal 
(inasmuch  as  we  come  across  such  words  and  expressions  in  tie  Yeda  also). 

197.  Korean  it  be  beld  that,  like  the  affix  "cap"  (wMcb  is  a  con- 
jugational  sign  assumed  by  Panini  to  lie  between  the  root  and  the  termina- 
tion for  the  pujrpose  of  the  pronunciation  of  the  vowel  *a '), — this  division 
into  nouns,  verbs,  <fcc.,  is  merely  optionally  assumed,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
an  optional  name  to  words  by  which  we  could  mention  certain  words  toge- 
ther.    (This  cannot  be  held)  because  that  (word),  of  which  a  distinct  form 
(io  the  shape  of  individual  nouns  and  verbs,  <fcc.)  is  used  (by  persons,  as  well 

ae  the  cognition  of  these,  "Noun,11 "  Verb,"  <fce.,  is  explained  even  without  postulating  any 
such  classes  as  "Noun,"  Ac.,  as  being  brought  about  by  the  Letters  themselves,  and  the 
property  whereby  Letters  are  held  to  manifest  the  class  "  Word  "  is  only  the  capa- 
bility of  expressing  some  meaning ;  and  as  this  is  applicable  also  to  the  case  of  verbs  and 
nouns,  &Q.,  we  can  quite  reasonably  hold  that  the  idea  of  these — Noun  and  Verb,  &c. — is 
due  to  the  Letters  as  expressive  of  a  certain  meaning,  helped  by  the  impressions  left  by 
grammatical  rules,  regulating  the  application  of  these  names  (Noun,  <fcc.)  to  certain  defi- 
nite wor4s.  Thus  then,  it  is  proved  that  (Noun,  &o.)  are  real  entities,  and  the  idea  of 
these  is  not  devoid  of  a  real  substrate. 

19&  In  the  case  of  a  forest  we  find  that  it  is  a  group  of  trees,  and  a  Line  to  be 
group  of  living  beings — elephants,  f.i;  and  this  leads  us  to  discriminate  between  the  For- 
est and  the  Line.  In  the  case  of  Nouns,  Terbs,  Ac.,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  no  well- 
defined  groups  of  these  wherein  they  are  separately  enunciated — as  that  these  words 
are  Verbs,  and  these  Nouns.  Even  though  there  is  no  such  distinct  enunciation  and 
grouping  of  these,  yet  we  can  alwaya  definitely  ascertain— whether  a  word  is  a  Verb 
or  a  Noun — by  means  of  their  significations,  with  the  help  of  the  rules  and  nomen- 
clatures laid  down  in  grammatical  works.  And  we  can  regulate  the  usage  of  these 
accordingly.  The  grammatical  rules  lay  down  distinct  characteristics  common  to  all 
Verbs,  f.i,  by  which  we  could  even  nse  the  name  "  Verb,"  as  a  class  including  all  words 
having  those  characteristics. 

W*  The  notion  of  Verb  as  a  class  including  all  Verbs  is  based  upon  the  fact  of  all 
words  known  as  Verbs  denoting  certain  actions  of  some  objects,  which  are  hereby  in- 
cluded in  the  common  name  **Noun/*  because  such  is  the  character  laid  down  in  gra  - 
matical  words  as  being"  common  to  all  Verbs.  In  the  same  manner,  in  the  case  of  the 
common  name  "Boot  "the  commonality  is  based  upon  the  fact  of  all  that  are  known 
as  "roots"  denoting  actions, 

The  second  half  means  that  though  the  common  names  "  Boot,"  "  Verb,"  Ac.,  are 
based  on  grammatical  rules,  yet  the  individual  Verb,  &o,,  cannot  be  said  to  be  non-eter- 
nal, as  being  baaed  upon  these  human  conventions,-  since  the  fact  is  that  the  individual 
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5  ito  the  Veda,  as  related  to  certain,  actions  and  objeefs)  cannot  bo  a  mere 
leans  ( optionally)  assumed,  only  for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling  some  second- 
ry  object,  as  the  pronunciation  of  the '  a*  in  the  middle  of  words,  (as  in  the 
suse  of  the  affixes  "cap,"  &c.), 

198.  And   our    theory  is  not  affected  by  the  uncertainty  of  the 
inits  (of  Bases  and  Affixes)  due  to  the  difference  (of  opinion)  among  those 
tying  down  these  (Bases  and  Affixes.) 

199.  Because  (this  discrepancy  can  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that) 
bat  form  (and  limit)  is  correct  which  is  authorised  by  trustworthy  persons 
like  Panini,  &o,).    Or,  where  there  is  an  equal  authority  (for  both  forms), 
re  must  admit  both  to  be  correct,  the  acceptance  of  one  or  the  other  being 
piional. 

200.  In  fact,  (even  though  there  be  a  difference  of  opinion,  yet  it  is 
nly  in  the  details  of  the  form  of  the  Base  or  the  Affix,  as  to  whether  it  is 
o  end  in  ti  or  a  ;  and)  there  is  no  difference  of  opinion  as  to  a  certain  part 
f  a  word  being  the  Base  and  the  other  the  Affix.     And  as  for  the  remain- 
ing* optional  'cap'  or  conjugationalsign  *ay  inserted  between  the  Root  and 
ts  termination  for  the  sake    of  pronunciation,  these  may  be  optionally 
egarded  to  be  subsidiary  (either  to  the  Base  or  the  Affix)  (and  since  these 

fords  are  always  recognised  to  be  eternal;  and  all  that  the  rules  do  is  to  Jay  down 
Certain  properties  that  are  common  to  all  words  signifying  action  (for  instance)  which 
m  this  ground,  come  to  be  included  in  the  common  name  "Verb.** 

198  This  anticipates   the  following  objection :    "  If  the  division    of  words  into 
"Tonns,  Verbs,  Affixes,  &c.,  be  real  and  eternal,  then  there  conld  be  no  difference  of  opinion 
is  to  the  limits  of  these,  while  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  find  that  there  is  such  difference^ 
i^r.,  some  people  call  the  same  affix  "  ati,"  while  others  call  it  **  ti  " ;  some  people 
lame  the  root  (  *»  cook),  as  "  paca,"  while   others  name  it  **  pacati."    Thus,  since  there 
s  this  discrepancy,  the  division  into  Verb,  Houn,  &c.,  mnsfe  be  admitted  to  be  merely 
sonventional,  based  upon  the  assertions  of  different  persons." 

Why  this  discrepancy  does  not  effect  onr  theory  is  shown  in  the  following 
ECarika. 

199  The  difference  of  opinion  among  authorities — admitted  in  the  second  Karika 
— refers  only  to  accents,  &c.,  (with  regard  to  which  certain  acknowledged  authorities 
liffer)  and  not  with  regard  to  well-ascertained  definite  entities — like  Nouns,  Verbs,  <fec., 
with  regard  to  which  there  is,  or  can  be,  no  difference  among  recognised  authorities. 

800  Since  the  Base  has  a  distinct  signification  of  its  own,  apart  from  that  of  the 
affix — there  can  be  no  difference  of  opinion  as  to  a  certain  part  of  the  word  being  a 
Base,  and  the  rest  an  Affix.  The  only  differrence  possible  referring  to  minordetatla 
oannot  affect  our  position. 

"  Optional  Affixes."*—  In  certain  instances  it  happens  that  when  a  certain  affix  is 
added  to  a  certain  Base,  the  resultant  word  becomes  tmpronouncable — and  then,  for  the 
sake  of  pronunciation,  people  assume  the  presence  of  certain  gupemumary  affixes 
which  bring  about  the  addition  of  certain  vowels  enabling  us  to  pronounce  the  word  ;— 
"  cap  "  is  one  such  affix, 
66 
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are  optional,  any  difference  of  opinion  with  regard  to  these  cannot  affect 
our  position). 

201.  Just  as  in  the  case  of  smoJcet  it  is  only  a  certain  part  of  it  (the 
fact  of  its  belonging  to  the  class  "  smoke  ")  which  leads  to  the  Inference  of 
Fire  ;  while  its  other  parts  (the  fact  of  the  smoke  being  dusty,  vapoury,  &c.) 
are  common  to  many  other  objects,  (and  as  such  do  not  help  to  bring  about 
the  inference  of  Fire) ; — so,  the  same  may  be  said  to  be  the  case  in  the 
present  instance  (of  optional  Affixes). 

202.  And  just  as  in  that  case  (of  smoke),  (even  though  the  factor  of 
its  colour  is  of  no  use  in  the  Inference,  yet)  that  factor  (of  colour,  <fce.) 
belonging  to  the  smoke  eternally,  is  not  rejected  (or  removed  from  the 
smoke), — so,  too,  in  the  present  instance,  even  though  a  part  of  the  word 
(in  the  Optional  Affix)  is  nofc  expressive  (being  added  only  for  the  sake  of 
the  facility  of  pronunciation,  and  as  such  having  no  meaning),  yet  it  con- 
tinues to  exist  as  eternal. 

203-204.  In  cases  when  the  Affix  being  eliminated,  the  Base  alone 
remains — as  in  the  case  of  words  ending  in  the  affix  Tcvipr —  or,  when  the 
Base  itself  being  eliminated,  the  Affix,  pure  and  simple,  remains, — as  in 
the  case  of  the  word  "  adhuna  "  (=*now), —  we  must  admit  that  the  single 
factor  remaining  has  the  potentialities  of  both  (Base  and  Affix),  through 
the  natural  capability  of  words  (which  is  diverse)  j  as  for  instance,  in  a 
sentence  the  capabilities  of  words  ending  in  nominal  affixes  are  various  and 
diverse. 

205.  Some  people  assert  that  in  the  above  instances  the  simple  Base 
or  Affix  expresses  the  double  meaning  (of  both),  because  the  presence  of 
the  one  part  (Base  or  Affix)  leads  to  the  inference  of  another  (Affix  or 
Base  respectively).    Others  declare  that  the  one  part  of  the  meaning 
(of  both)  (denoted  by  one  factor)  indirectly  indicates  that  of  the  other 
(factor). 

206.  Bat,  this  latter  explanation  is  incorrect ;  because  in  the  cogni- 
tion- (of  the  doable  meaning  expressed  by  the  single  factor)  there  is  not 

*Q1  In  the  case  of  a  word  within  which  an  optional  affix  has  been  inserted,  we  could 
as  reasonably  explain  that  in  the  case  of  such  a  word  ifc  is  only  certain  parts  of  it  (such 
as  the  real  Base  and  the  real  Affix)  that  bring  about  the  cognition  of  the  denotation 
while  the  other  part  (consisting  of  the  optional  affix)  is  of  no  nse  In  that  cognition— 
jast  as  the  colonr  of  the  smoke  is  of  no  use  in  the  inference  of  Fire. 

&08-S04  The  word  "Agnioit"  is  made  up  of  " agni " -f  "ci," 4- " kvip ;  "but  the  re- 
snltant  formia  "  agnicit"  only,  there  being  no  trace  of  the  affix.  Similarly  "  adhuua " 
*»  "  Idam  "  +  "  adhuna,"  where  there  is  no  trace  of  the  Base,  **  Idazn."  Words  ending  in 
nominal  affixes*  $"c. — as  f  .1,  the  simple  word  "  Aupagava,*'  which  merely  looks  like  the 
word  *«  Upagu  '*  slightly  transferred,  denotes  BO  much  as  "  the  son  of  Upagu  from  hi« 
own  lawful  wife/* 
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tke  slightest  tinge  of  indirectness  or  Indication  j  inasnmeli  as  in  the  case 
of  words  ending  in  Jcmp  f  ,i.s  the  meaning  ibhafc  we  cognise  is  wholly  in.  its 
primary  and  direct  form 

207.  And  farther  (there  can  be  no  indirect  Indication,  in  the  above 
cases,  because)  the  science  of  grammar  does  not  treat  of  such  indirect 
functions  of  words,  as  Indication,  etc, ;  inasmuch  as  what  the  science  does 
is  to  ascertain  the  direct  denotation  of  the  directly  expressive  word,  when, 
in  any  word,  there  happens  to  be  a  commixture  of  the  Indirect  functions 
(of  Indication,  etc*,  with  those  of  Direct  Denotation). 

208.  [Nor  can  the  double  meaning  be  due  to  Inference  as  asserted  in 
KSrika  205  ;  because]  we  are  never  cognisant  of  any  concomitance  between 
the  denotation  of  the  Base  and  that  of  the  Affix  (and  without  such  con- 
comitance the  presence  of  one  cannrft  lead  to  the  Inference  of  another)* 
[Nor  can  it  be  urged  that  at  the  time  that  the  compound,  "  agnicii "  is 
being  expounded — as  "  agnina  cinoti  " — there  is  a  concomitance  between  the 
meaning  of  the  Base,  the  root  "  cit"  and  that  of  the  affix  limp  in  the 
shape  of  the  *  nominativity  *  to  the  present  action  denoted  by  the  tip  in 
*  cinoti;  *  and  this  concomitance  of  meanings  would  lead  to  the  Inference 
of  the  meaning  of  one  factor  from  the  presence  of  that  of  another  factor, 
because]  the  only  means  that  there  is  of  comprehending  the  meaning  of 
a  sentence,  lies  in  the  meaning  of  the  words  (composing  the  sentence),  as 
they  are  used  by  persons,  (and  in  the  case  ia  question,  people  always  use 
the  word  "  agnicit  **;  and  as  such  for  the  comprehension  of  the  word  we 
cannot  reasonably  have  recourse  to  such  words  as  have  not  been  used). 

209.  And  further,  inasmuch  as  the  root  "  tit "  is  also  found  to  be 
accompanied  (at  times)  by  verbal  affixes  (Imperative)  (just  as  it  is  found 
to  be  accompanied  by  foip  in  "  agnicit ")»-— the  presence  of  the  simple 
root  ("ctV  ia  "  agmcit")  would  also  be  free  to  lead  to  the  cognition, 
by  Inference,  of  the  denotations  of  those  (verbal  affixes) ;  (and  there  would) 

SO1*  The  sole  purpose  of  the  science  of  grammar  is  to  show  what  words  are  directly 
denotative  of  what  meanings :  in  order  to  distinguish  these  from  the  meanings  in- 
tlirectly  indicated  or  suggested.  Hence  a  word — such  as  the  one  ending  in  Jsvip — 
which  grammatically  is  always  in  the  form  of  the  Base  alone,  can  never  be  said  to  partake 
of  any  indirect  expressiveness  j  because  in  that  case  such  a  word  would  never  have  a 
pure  direct  denotation,  and  hence  we  would  have,  in  grammar,  an  affix  which  can 
give  sense  only  when  recourse  is  had  to  the  indirect  functions  of  words. 

*3$  Another  reason  why  such  concomitance  cannot  lead  to  Inference  is  that  the 
meaning  of  the  affix  *J  kvip  is  not  always  accompanied  by  that  of  the  root  "  dt  ;**  ncr 
is  the  latter  always  accompanied  by  the  former,  inasmuch  as  the  affix  kvip  may  bo 
added  to  any  root;  and  any  other  affixes  may  be  added  to  the  root  "  cits*'  there- 
fore there  being  no  invariable  concomitance  between  the  two,  the  most  necessary  ele- 
ment of  Inference  fails ;  and  consequently  no  Inference  is  ever  possible.  This  is  shown 
in  the  following  Sariki. 
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te  no  ground  for  explaining  " agmoit "  as  '* agntoa  cinoti"  since  it  would 
be  as  reasonable  to  explain  it  as  **  agnincinoti"  etc. 

210.  Nor  is  it  proper  to  assume  the  presence  of  both,  the  Base  and 
the  Affix  in  the  single  factor  (Base  or  Affix  left  after  the  elimination  of 
the  other  factor; ;  because,  (rather  than  have  recourse  to  such  a  complex 
and  unreasonable  assumption)  it  would  be  very  much,  better  (,and  simpler) 
to  assume  the  presence  of  the  dual  potentiality  (in  *ihe  single  factor). 

211,  Because  knowing  the  exact  extent  of  the  word  (be  it  either  in 
the  form  of  the  Base  alone,  br  in  that  of  the  Affix  alone) — how,  in  the 
first  place,  could  we,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  directions   laid  down  in 
grammatical  woi*ks,  assume  its  multiplicity  (£e.,  the  fact  of  its  containing 
both  the  Base  and  the  Affix)?  and  then  the  potentiality  (of  the  two  factors 
thus  assumed  to  exist  in  a  single  factor,  which  latter  assumption  is  still 
more  difficult  to  make,  as  shown  in  the  last  Karika) 


212-213.  There  remains  the  case  of  "  Dadhyatra,"  where  the  word 
(denotative  of  the  Dadhi)  is  not  like  the  one  originally  known  (to  be  de- 
notative of  it).  In  this  some  people  hold  that  the  word  (denotative  of  Dadhi, 
in  ^  Dadhyatra  ")  is  the  same  word  (as  originally  known  to  be  denotative  of 
it),  only  affected  by  the  immediate  sequence  of  a  vowel  (the  a  in  "  aira  ") ; 
and  inasmuch  as  the  same  word  ("Dadhi")  is  recognised  (in  "Dadhy* 
atra"),  the  meaning  too  as  cognised  (by  "Dadhi99  in  "  Dadhyatra  ")  is  the 
same  (as  that  cognised  in  "Dadhi");  the  only  difference  that  there  is,  is 
the  cognition  of  the  "i"  (of  "Dadhi  ")  as  "  ya  "  (in  "  Dadhyatra  '*),  which 
is  due  to  the  immediate  sequence  of  the  "  a  '*  (in  "  atra  "). 

214*  Or,  the  explanation  of  this,  according  to  our  own  theory,  is 
that  even  though  (ta  "  Dadhyatra  ")  we  have  "  ya,1* — yet  its  potentiality 

*W  Because  ifc  is  always  simpler  and  more  reasonable  to  assume  new  potentialities 
which  are  imperceptible  forces,  than,  to  assume  new  objects,  which  are  always  percep- 
tible, and  as  such,  any  assumptions  of  such  as  are  not  to  be  perceived,  look  absurd  on 
their  very  face. 

811  We  know  exactly  how  far  the  root  **  Git "  extends  ;  and  then  it  is  altogether"  un- 
reasonable to  assume  that  it  contains  both  the  root  cit  and  the  affix  Jcvip  ;  and  thus  it 
becomes  far  more  unreasonable  to  make  the  farther  assumption  of  these  assumed  factors 
having  potentialities  of  their  own.  It  is  much  more  reasonable  to  assume  a  multiplicity 
of  potentialities ;  because  as  a  matter  of  ordinary  experience,  many  words  actually  have 
various  meanings  based  upon  various  potentialities  ;  and  as  such  it  is  not  unreasonable 
to  assume  a  multiplicity  of  potentialities  in  the  root  and  "  c*i.** 

,S1OIS  For  the  difficulty  with  regard  to  this,  see  Karika  178. 

81*  The  word  in  "  Dadhyatra  "  is  actually  different  from  "  Dadhi  j"  still  the  mean- 
ing denoted  by  the  one  is  the  same  as  that  denoted  by  the  other ;  because  the  Sutra 
c<  Jfro  yanaci"  lays  down  that  when  *i*  is  followed  by  *a *  &o.,  one  ought  to  pronounce 
*ya*  in  its  place?  and  this  means  that  the  meaning  of  such  a  word  ending  iu,  *ya 
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0f  denoting  the  denotation  of  the  word  *'  Dadhi,"  is  recognised,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  specific  definition  (of  *  ya'  as  kid  down  by  Panini  in  the  sutra 


215.  And  farther,  we  find  that  one  who  has  nerer  heard  the  word 
**  Dadhyatra"  and  who  has  never  realised  the  definition  (laid  down  in  the 
tutra   "  Jko  yanaci")  does  not  comprehend  the  expression.     **  Dadhyatra" 
even  though  he  knows  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  Dadhi  "  (and  this  shows 
that  the  word  contained  in  "  Dadhyatra  "  is  not  identical  with  **  Dadhi  "). 

216.  And  the  fact  of  the  impossibility,  —  of  the  cognition  of  the  rela- 
tion (of  all  the  transformations  of  a  word,  "Dadhi"  /.*.,   wich  the  single 
denotation  of  the  original  word  "Dadhi  ")  on  aceouiit  of  the  endlessness  (of 
the  number  of  transformations)  (as  urged  in  K.  179),  —  can  be  explained 
on  the  ground  that  it  would  not  be  very  difficult  to  cognise  such  a  relation, 
in  accordance  with  the  specific  definitions  (of  the  various  transformations, 
as  laid  down  in  Panini's  rittras\  or  with  the  explanations  (of  the  relations) 
supplied  by  (learned)  people  knowing  it  (the  relation)  fully  (i.e.,  in  all  its 
bearings). 

217.  Obj:  —  "But,  (in  the  case  of  £  Dadhyatra')  we  have  no  definite 
cognition  --'as  to  the  extent  of  the    word  (signifying  the    curd)  —  as    to 
whether  it  ends  in  a  vowel  (T)  or  in  a  consonant  (*ya*);  and  in  the  absence 
of  such  cognition  (of  the  word)  we  cannot  have  any  definite  idea  of  its 
significations." 

218.  To  this  we  reply  that  if  we  were  to  analyse  the  expression 
(**  Dadhyatra"  separating  the  word  signifying  the  curd),  the   word    (as 
ending  in  'ya1)  would  become  incorrect    (inasmuch  as    there  is  no  such 
word  as  "Dadhya")  ;   while,  so  long  as  its  form  ("Dadhya")  remains  in 
close  contact  (t.e.,  not  separated  from  the  following  word)>  it  is  correct 
in  accordance  with  the  dictum  (of  Panini  —  viz:  "IJco  yanaei") 

219.  And  hence  in  this  condition   (of  contact)  we  comprehend    the 
meaning  of  the  word  (signifying  the  card),  even  though  its  limit  is  not 
ascertained.    And  hence,  even  when  the  words  are  not  separated,  they  are 
cognised  to  be  two  different  words,  on  account  of  the  difference  in  their 
significations  (distinctly  recognised,  one  apart  from  that  of  the  other), 

220.  Or,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  this  case,  we  do  recognise  the  limit  of 

(as  "  Dadhya")  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  word  ending  in  c  i*  (when  the  *ya*  is  suoh  as 
is  pronounced  in  the  place  of  '  *  '  followed  by  *  a*). 

>n  The  sense  of  this  objection  is  that  if  the  word  (signifying  the  cnrd)  as  con- 
tained in  **  Dadhyatra  "  be  held  to  be  other  tt  Jin  the  original  word  "  Dadhi"  then  it 
wonld  be  impossible  to  realise  the  form  of  snob,  a  word  ;  and  hence  it  could  not  have 
any  meaning  ;  because  unless  the  exact  form  of  the  word  is  cognised,  its  meaning  can- 
not be  comprehended. 

sxo  In    "Dadhyatra"  it   is   always  cognised  that  the  former  word   ends   in  a 
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the  word,  knowing  it  to  end  in  the  consonant  ("ya")  ;  but  we  are  ttnafele  td 
mention  it  (separately)  (because  in  that  case  it  would  become  incorrect). 
(It  is  so)  since  it  is  that  (word  ending  in  "ya")  alone  which  is  always 
comprehensible  (in  analysis)  only  as  the  word  "Dadhi,"  —  as  in  the  case  of 
a  "NitycMam&sa." 

221.  The  above  (explanation  of  the  case  of  "  Dadhyatra")  supplies 
the  answer  to  the]  (objections  with  regard  to  the)  words  *'  B5/5  **  and 
"jttajnS"  &c.,  (as  urged  in  K.  169).  Because  (in  "Btf/wff,"  as  in  "D$* 
dhyatra"}  a  certain  part  (that  part  which  signifies  the  King  apart 
from  instrumentality)  is  similar  to,  and  synonymous  with,  the  other  word 
("  Eq/#"),  though  the  two  are  different  words  altogether  (like  "Dadhi  "  and 
"Dadhya").  _ 

222-223.  The  fact  of  the  non-cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"Brahmana,"  in  the  word  "  Brahmana-vastra"  (which  is  the  technical 
name  of  a  certain  kind  of  cloth),  is  explained  on  the  ground  of  the  latter 
word  being  an  altogether  new  word,  and  as  such,  having  a  limit  alto* 
gether  different  (from  that  of  the  word  "Brahmana").  For,  who  is  there 
that  does  not  admit  the  fact  of  the  general  being  set  aside  by  the  particular  1 
And  hence,  the  word  "Brahmana"  being  the  general  word,  is  neglected 
when  appearing  in  a  word  which  has  another  limit  (*,e.,  in  the  word 
"  BrQhmana-vastra"  which  ends  in  'VastraJ  and  restricts  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "Brahmana,"  signifying  as  it  does,  a  particular  kind  of  cloth). 

224,    When,  however,  the  word    "Brahmana"  is  pronounced  as   a 

consonant  ;  and  thus  as  we  have  a  cognition  of  such  a  word  distinct  from  the  other  word, 
the  cognition  of  the  different  significations  of  the  two  words  follows.  The  fact  of  one 
being  unable  to  separate  the  words  in  so  many  words  cannot  bar  our  cognition  of  their 
different  significations.  As  for  instance  in  a  "  Nityasamasa  "  ("  Kumbhakara  "  /.*'.) 
the  fact  of  our  being  unable  to  mention  the  two  words  ("  Kumbha  "  and  "  Kara  ") 
separately,  does  not  stop  the  distinct  comprehension  of  the  meanings  of  the  two  words* 
And  again,  just  as  the  word  "  Ku,mbhdkara"  is  always  analysed  as  "  Kumbham  JTaroii," 
when  the  Karoti  in  the  analysis  is  another  word  than  the  Kara  in  the  compound,  though 
the  two  are  synonymous  and  in  analysis,  the  **  Kara  "  must  always  be  comprehensible  as 
"  JTaroii"),-—  so  exactly  in  the  same  manner  '*  Dadhyatra"  is  always  analysable  into 
"DadW'and  "  atra"  where  "Dadhi"  is  a  word  other  than  "  Dadhya,"  though  the 
two  are  synonymous,  and  the  word  "Dai%a"  must  be  compvohe  tided,  in  analysis  as 


232-SS  The  sense  of  this  is  that  the  word  "Brahmana-vastra"  has  no  connection 
with  the  word  "  Brahmana  ;J>  and  as  such  it  is  only  proper  that  the  meaning  of  the 
latter  should  not  be  cognised  in  connection  with  the  former  j  and  hence  this  want  of 
cognition  cannot  affect  the  partite  character  of  words,  &c.  Because  the  word  "  Brah- 
mana-vastra >J  is  an  altogether  different  word  having  an  altogether  different  significa- 
tion. 

&*  When  the  word  c  Devdatta  '  is  pronounced  as  a  whole,  as  a  name,  people  do  not 
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stinct  word,  apart  (from  tlie  word  "BraJtmana-mstra),  teen,  wlio  can 
my  (or  neglect)  its  own  specific  meaning, — as  in  the  case  of  the  words 
Devudatta"  and  the  like? 

225.  Similarly,  In  the  case  of  the  word  aagvakar®a"  since  the  whole 

known  to  be  an  independent  word,  having  an  independent  signification 
its  own,  in  the  shape  of  a  particular  plant, — the  meanings  of  its  parts 
'a^tw"  and  "Icarna")  are  completely  neglected. 

226.  Though  the  parts  (of  the  word  ua$mktrna)  have  their  signifi- 
itions  sometimes  neglected,  on  account  of  the  compound  appearing  in  a 
>ntext  which  allows  only  of  the  distinct  signification  of  the  whole  (as  one 
.dependent  word*), — yet  at  times,  even  as  members  of  a  compound,  as  well 
\  separate  words,  their  own  specific  meanings  are  distinctly  comprehended. 

227.  As  for  the  words  ugo"  (cow),  "gulda"  (white)  and  the  like,  we 
*ver  find  their  specific  significations  neglected, — whether  they  appear  in 
impounds  or  singly  by  themselves ;  and  as  such,  where  could  they  be  said 
» be  meaningless  ? 

228.  And  inasmuch  as  the  meaning  of  a  sentence  Is  always  compre- 
axxded  in  accordance  with  the  meaning  of  the  words  (composing  the  Sen- 
ince), — the  fact  of  the  sentence  having  a  qualified  (particular)  signification 
mnot  point  to  the  fact  of  the  sentence  being  independent  (of  the  words). 

229.  For  us,  even  in  the  signification  of  the  sentence,  the  words 
composing  it)  do  not  lose  their  significance  (potentiality) ;  and  it  is  only 

Indth©  significations  of  the  words  "Diva1*  and  "Datta."  When,  however,  the  word 
Diva**  is  pronounced  apart,  one  cognises  its  own  particular  signification.  What  leads 
>  tli©  neglect  of  the  meaning  of  the  word — *'  Brahmana  "  in  "  Brahmaiia-Yaafcra  "  is  only 
10  presence  of  another  limit  (  Yastra)— when  this  presence  is  removed,  the  cognition 
f  the  meaning  of  the  word  **  Brahmana"  is  clear  and  unavoidable, 

*86  When  the  word  "  Ac.  vafcarna  **  oocnrs  in  a  context  where  plants  are  enumerated 
aere  can  be  no  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  **  Ac.  va  **  and  M  Karna.™  Bat  when  a 
ider  says  "Bring  the  Ac. TO**  we  comprehend  the  meaning  of  *  Ae.va*  as  a  horse ;  simi- 
larly when  one  says  *' pierce  the  Karna/'  this  word  is  comprehended  as  denoting  the  ear  $ 
nd  also  in  a  compound  such  as  in  the  chapter  on  *  Acramedha* — it  is  said  "acvakarnam 
Mn.ma.mhti  **  where  we  cannot  but  comprehend  the  sentence  as  signifying  **  washes  the 
ar  of  the  horse" 

%%?  Thus  all  words  must  be  admitted  to  have  distinct  significations  of  their  own. 

888  SinQe  the  sentence  only  signifies  the  connection  of  the  meanings  signified  by  the 
mrds  composing  it ;  therefore  it  can  have  no  significance  apart  from  the  words ;  and  as 
och.  it  cannot  be  an  entity  apart  from,  and  independent  of,  the  component  words. 
Note  that  the  author  of  the  Tartika  is  an  "  Abhihitlnvayavadi  **  as  contrasted  with, 
'rabha-kara  who  is  an  "  Anvitabhidhanavadi/1) 

8*9  This  anticipates  the  objection  that  if  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  be  derived 
com  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  then  this  latter  loses  all  direct  significance.  The  sense 
f  the  reply  is  that  the  signification  of  the  sentence  is  not  entirely  devoid  of  the  poten- 
[ality  of  the  words.  And  though  the  expression  of  the  individual  meanings  of  words 
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because  tlie  direct  function  of  the  words  ends  in  the  signification  of 
own  individual  denotations,  that  we  hold  the  meaning  of   the 
to  be  deduced  from  the  meanings  of  the  words  (and  not  from  the 
directly). 

230.  Even  if  the  signification  of  the  sentence  be  not  directly  Yerl>a^ 
yet  tho  significations  of  the  words  cannot  but  be  directly  Verbal. 

in  the  case  of  these  (latter)  there  is  no  possibility  of   any  i 
agency  between  the  word  itself  and  its  meaning,  —  as  there  is  in  the 
the  signification  of  the  sentence  (between  which  and  the  words,  the 
of  the  meanings  of  the  words  intervenes). 

231.  And  these  (words  through  their  meanings)  (as  composing  a  sen- 
tence) signify  a  connected  meaning,  (which  comes  to  be  recognised  as 
meaning  of  the  sentence)   and  which  is  necessarily    concomitant 
them;  inasmuch  as  the  existence  of  a  generic  entity  (the  meaning  of 
word,  which  denotes  only  a  generic  'class')  is  not  possible  without  parfcictx- 
lar  entities  (the  generic  denotations  of  the  individual  words,  as  qaalifiedL 
and  specified  by  the  connection  of  one  another). 

232.  Nor  can  the  mere  presence  of  such  concomitance  make  the  cog- 
nition (of  the  meaning  of  the   sentence  from  that  of  the  words)  an  inf&r&n~ 
tial  one.    Because  inasmuch  as  the  meanings  of  the  words  would   form. 
part  of  the  conclusion,  they  could  never  constitute  the  inferential   mcLi- 
cative. 

233.  The  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  always  cognised  as  colored 


happens  to  intervene  between  the  word  and  tho  meaning  of  the  sentence,—-  -yet  this  fat 
only  beoanse  the  words  themselves  can  improperly  express  their  own  meanings  $  artel 
since  the  expression  of  these  alone  (unconnected  among  themselves)  cannot  serve  any 
purpose  in  the  sentence,  we  deduce  from  these  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  whioli  *B 
thus  dae  to  words  alone  j  and  as  such  is  as  directly  Verbal  as  anything  can  be. 

831  This  is  in  reply  to  the  objection  urged  above  (in  K.  4.)  that  the  words  cannot 
signify  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  because  the  words  signify  something  different* 
from  the  meaning  of  the  sentence.  The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  meaning*  of  fclio 
sentence  is  nothing  more  than  the  relation  subsisting  between  the  meanings  of  -fclae 
words  composing  it.  And  as  the  generic  denotation  of  each  word  is  only  specified  "by 
its  relation  with  another  word,  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  nothing  more  th«m 
the  specified  forms  of  the  denotations  of  the  words.  And  as  the  specified  form  "  is 
necessarily  concomitant  with  the  generic  forms,  the  common  fact  of  invariable  concomi- 
tance points  to  the  agency  of  the  words  in  the  signification  of  sentences, 

382  The  conclusion  sought  to  be  proved  is  that  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  tli© 
meaning  of  the  words  specified  by  their  mufcual  connection  (which  connection  consti- 
tutes the  meaning  of  the  sentence).  And  in  order  to  prove  this,  by  Inference,  if  t"ho 
premiss  be  *  because  this  connection  is  concomitant  with  the  meaning  of  words,*  —  then 
the  premiss  becomes  a  part  of  the  conclusion.  And  since  this  is  so,  the  cognition  cannot 
be  said  to  be  an  inferential  one. 

238  This  means  that  in  an  Inference  the  major  term  ("  Fiery")  is  something  entirely 
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(&«.,  in  the  shape  of)  the  meaning  of  tbe  words  (connected  together) ;  and 
fcheee  latter  (meanings  of  words)  do  not  signify  the  former  (the  meaning  of 
the  sentence)  independently  of  themselves; — as  the  smoke  signifies  the 
presence  of  fire  (which  is  totally  different  from  the  smoke  itself). 

234-235.  NOT  is  it  possible  for  these  (the  meanings  of  words)  to  qua- 
lify the  meaning  of  the  sentence  (as  the  Fire  qualifies  the  particular  place, 
imdontain) ;  because,  the  latter  is  not  cognised  previously  to  the  cognition 
of  the  former,  as  the  place  (mountain,)  f.i.  is  (previously  to,  and  apart 
from  the  Fire),  Because,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  obtain  the  cognition  of 
the  meaning  of  the  Sentence,  which  is  in  itself  non-existent  (as  an 
independent  entity  hy  itself),  from  (the  meanings  of  words  only) ;  or  else, 
how  could  it  (the  meaning  of  the  sentence), — consisting,  as  it  does,  of  the 
relations  of  nouns  and  verbs,  <fcc., — be  cognised  previously  (to  the  cogni- 
tion of  the  meanings  of  the  component  words)  ? 

236.  So  long  as  the  object  (the  meaning  of  the  sentence)  itself  is  not 
cognised,  ^t  is  not  possible  to  have  any  idea  of  its  qualification;  and  pre- 
viously (t$  the  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  the  words)  there  is  no  means  of 
comprehending  the  meaning  of  the  sentence.     (Therefore  the  meaning  of 
fclie  words  can  never  be  cognised  to  be  the  qualification  of  the  meaning  of 
the  sentence). 

237.  And  if  (the  meaning  of  the  words  be  _at  all  cognised  to  be 
the  qualifications  (of  the  meaning  of  fche  sentence),  after  this  meaning  of 
the  sentence  has  been  duly   comprehended,-r-4hen,  the  meaning  (of   the 
sentence)  having  already  been  known,  what  would  be  left  (unknown)  to 
be  known  (by  Inference)  ? 

238.  Even  invariable  concomitance  of  the  meaning  of  words,    the 
meanings  of  sentences  do  not  stand  in  need  of.     (That  is  to  say,  in  bring- 
ing about  a  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  the  meaning  of  words 
do  not  require  invariable  concomitance).     $Tor  is  this  (invariable  concomi- 
tance) easily  cognisable,  with  regard  to  all  the  words  at  one  and  the  same 

distinct  from  tbe  middle  term  (smoke) ;  while  in  the  present  case  the  meaning  of  the 
sentence  is  not  so  different  from  the  meanings  of  the  words.  This  shows  that  the  minor 
premiss  of  the  syllogism  would  not  be  possible. 

854.3S6  The  mountain  Is  known  previously,  and  apart  from,  the  Fire:  hence  the 
latter  is  latterly  cognised  as  existing  in,  and  as  such  qualifying  the  mountain.  la  the 
case  in  question,  however,  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  never  known,  either  previous- 
ly to,  or  apart  from,  the  meanings  of  the  words  composing  it;  hence  it  can  nerer  be 
qnnlified  by  them. 

*^  The  Inference  is  sought  to  bring  about  the  meaning  of  the  sentence ;  but  no 
premisses  are  possible  until  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  has  been  duly  cognised ;  conse- 
quently the  meaning  of  the  sentence  can  never  be  slaid  to  be  cognised  by  Inference. 

***  The  words  are  not  h'eard  simultaneously  s  hence  there  can  never  be  tlie  cogni- 
tion and  the  concomitance  of  all  these :  simply  because  they  are  never  concomitant. 
67 
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time,  inasmuch  as  (at  any  time  during  the  utterance  of  the  sentence)  some 
words  have  already  gone  before,  some  are  yet  to  come,  and  some  are  yet 
hidden. 

239.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  infer  the  meaning  of  one  sentence  from  the 
relation  (concomitance)  of  the  meanings  of  the  words  (composing  that 
sentence)  with  the  meaning  of  another  sentence, — because  the  meanings 
of  words  are  different  (in  the  two  sentences).  Or,  if  these  (meanings  oj 
words)  were  exactly  the  same,  the  sentences  could  never  be  cognised  as 
different  (£e.,  the  words  and  their  meanings  being  the  same,  the  sentences" 
would  be  identical;  and  the  difficulty  of  a  proper  and  timely  cognition  of 
invariable  concomitance  would  remain  the  same). 

24.0.  If  it  be  held  that  we  are  cognisant  of  the  relation  (concomi- 
tance) of  words  in  general  with  sentences  in  general  (and  this  concomitance 
would  lead  to  the  inference  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence), —  then  (we 
reply  that),  in  that  case  there  would  be  no  cognition  of  the.  meaning  of  any 
particular  sentence;  and  all  the  cognition  that  we  have,  of  the  meanings 
of  sentences,  refers  to  particulars  (and  not  to  generalities)  (and  as  such  it 
could  never  be  brought  about  by  any  Inference  based  upon  the  relation 
of  generalities,  as  held  above). 

241.  It  has  been  proved  above  that,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  cog- 
nition of  relations,  we  have  the  validity  of  the  means  of  cognition  (as  in 
the  case  of  Apparent  Inconsistency,  &c.,  where  we  have  no  cognition  of  any 
relations).    And,  as  for  a  comprehension  (of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence), 
it  is  explicitly  known  to  all  men. 

242.  For,  even  when  the  meanings  of  the  words  (i«.,  the  objects  de- 
noted by  them)  have  been  cognised  elsewhere,  (£<?.,  in  places  other  than 
the    one  talked   of), — as   in   the   case   of  the   description   of  "events   in 
remote  countries, — if  the  assertion  comes  from  a  trustworthy  source,  our 
comprehension  (of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence)  is  not  in  any  way  retarded. 

243.  If  it  be  urged  that,  "  this  would  be  a  case  of  inference  from  the  fact 
of  non-contradiction  of  trustworthy  assertion  (as  the  premiss)" — (we  reply 
that)  such  a  premiss  would  only  establish  the  certainty  (of  the  truthfulness 

*&9  This  ifl  in  reply  to  the  objection  that  concomitance  may  "be  recognised  by  the 
sentence,  and  may  serve  as  the  ground  of  inference  of  the  meaning  of  another  sentence. 

8*i  The  sense  of  the  second  half  is  that,  even  in  the  case  of  Inference  the  validity  of 
the  conclaslon  is  not  based  upon  any  cognition  of  relations  j  since  a  conclusion  is  valid 
only  as  not  denied  by  any  contradictory  fact  known  to  be  trne ;  and  this  non-contra- 
diction of  a  -well -recognised  fact  is  also  common  to  the  case  of  the  comprehension  of  the 
meaning  of  a  sentence,  when  too  we  have  a  comprehension  which  is  not  opposed  to  any 
well-established  fact;  and  hence  the  comprehension  of  the  meanings  of  sentences,  as 
cognised  by  all  people,  cannot  bat  be  valid, — even  in  the  absence  of  any  cognition  of 
the  relation  of  concomitance  among  the  words  or  their  meanings  (as  held  by  ns). 


ON  SENTENCE,  531 

of  the  assertion)  and,  as  for^the  appearance  of  the  comprehension  itself,  ife 
could  never  be  bronght  about  by  tbe  aforesaid  premial, 

244,  And  tbe  truthfulness   of  tbe  assertion,  as  ascertained  by  tbe 
fact  of  its  coming  from  a  trustworthy  source,   is  one  thing;  while   tbe 
mmmng  of  the  senfemce  is  quite  another  thing,  comprehended  long  before 
the  former  (t.e.,  truthfulness*  which  is  ascertained  long  after  tbe  compre- 
hension of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  when  a  doubt  has  arisen  as  to  tbe 
trathfulnees  or  otherwise  of  the  assertion  contained  in  tbe  sentence). 

245,  And,  as  such,  even  if  you  have  an  inference  of  truthfulness  from 
tbe  fact  of  the  assertion  coming  from  a  trustworthy  source, — bow  could  tbe 
Inference  apply  to  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning  of  the  lentence 
(which  has  been  shown  to  be  a  totally  different  thing)  ? 

246,  The  appearance  (or  production)  of  the  comprehension  (of  tbe 
meaning  of  the  sentence),  on  the  hearing  (of  the  sentence),  is  equal,— 
whether    tbe  assertion  come  from  a  trustworthy  source  or  otherwise. 
And  the  three  factors  of  Inference  cannot  be  of  any  use  with  regard  to  any- 
thing further  than  the  appearance  (of  cognition;  inasmuch  as  all  the  Infer* 
ence,  we  have,  is  in  the  shape  of  a  cognition  produced  by  the  premiss). 


247.  Efow  we  proceed  to  explain  how,  for  the  purpose  of  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  validity  of  "  Verbal  Testimony,"— we  obtain  a  comprehension 
of  the  previously-unperceived  meaning  of  the  sentence,  from,  the  meaning 
of  the  words  (composing  the  sentence). 

248-250.  (In  a  sentence,  "  svargak&mo  "ya/gfo,"  f.i.)  the  word  signi- 
fying the  Bhavana  reminds  us  (gives  us  an  idea)  of  the  Bhavaxia,  just  as 
in  ordinary  parlance.  And,  through  positive  and  negative  concomitance, 
some  people  hold  that  this  (Bhavana  is  the  denotation  of  the  affix)  in 
"yajsta  "  ;  others  bold  it  to  be  the  denotation  of  the  verbal  root  ("  ya/%") 
as  aided  by  the  proximity  of  the  affix ;  others  again  hold  it  to  be  tbe  denota- 
tion of  both  (root  and  affix)  together,  inasmuch  as  it  is  by  means  of  both 
together  that  we  comprehend  the  Bhavana ;  and  because,  just  as  we  have 
no  comprehension  of  the  BhavanS  by  means  of  the  words  "  PflJfea,* '  etc.,  so 

***  Since  the  two  are  totally  different  tbe  Inference  of  truthfulness  cannot  mean 
the  Inference  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence. 

***  And  as  such,  inasmuch  as  the  appearance  of  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of 
the  sentence  has  been  shown  to  be  brought  abont  by  means  other  than  Inference— i.*,, 
by  the  meanings  of  ^ords,  this  cognition  cannot  in  any  way  be  benefitted  by  Inference* 

S48.SSQ  »  Very  little  nse  "—all  that  -we  want  Is  the  signification  of  the  Bhlvant, 
without  which  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  cannot  be  complete.  And  it  does  not 
matter  whether  this  Bbavani  be  signified  by  one  factor  of  the  word  or  by  both;  so 
long  as  we  have  the  signification  of  the  Bhavana  it  does  not  matter  whence  we  get  at  it. 
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too*  we  have.  none  by  the  verbal  affix  in  ".pacatit"  etc*  But,  a#  a-  matte 
of  fact,  since  it  is  very  little  use  to  differentiate  (as  .to  which  special  faroto 
signifies  the  Bhavana),  we  may  hold  whatever  we  like  with  regard  to  th 
(signification  of  the  BhavauS  by  the)  words  "pacati*"  etc.,  (be  it  either  fr 
the  root  alone  or  by  the  affix  alone,  or  by  the  two  together). 

251-252.  And  inasmuch  as  this  (Bhavana)  only  signifies  the  End,  ihi 
Means  and  the  Process*  *#  general,  —  it  stands  in  need  of  a  particojarisaidoi 
(of  these  generic  entities  ),  which  can  be  got  at  by  means  of  other  wordi 
("svarga"  f.i).  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  svarga  (Heaven),  having 
been  cognised  (by  means  of  the  word  "  kamah  "=  desiring:)  as  the  object  (oi 
desire)  stands  in  need  of  the  Bhavana  (for  its  accomplishment).  Hence, 
on  the  ground  of  proximity  of  the  affix  in  "  yajeta  "  as  signifying  ilie 
Bhavana,  and  the  word  '"  svarga  "  as  signifying  the  end  or  object  and 
capability  (based  npon  mutual  requirement,  as  shown  above),  we  conclude 
that  there  is  a  certain  relation  between  the  two. 

253,  Having  its  relation  (with  the  end  )  thu  s  ascertained  the  Bha  van  a 
farther  requires  the  means  (by  which  to  attain  that  end).    And,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  there  can  be  no  such  action  (or  performance)  as  has  not  its 
means  such  as  is  denoted  by  the  Verbal  root. 

254.  And  the  denotation  of  the  root,  in  the  shape  of  the  "  yaga  "  or 
sacrifice  —  even  t^ougfr  not  ending  in,,  the  Instrumental  affix,  yet,  being  in 
contact  with  the  Bh&yana  —  stands  in  need  of  an  end  (for  which  it  would 
be  the  means). 

255.  And  on  the  ground  of  extreme  proximity  between  the  root  yaji9 
in  "yajtia  "  as  signifying  the  sacrifice  as  the  means,  and  the  word  "  svarga  " 
as  signifying  the  Heaven  as  the  end,  we  conclude  that  there  is  a  connec- 
tion between  these  two.     And  in  order  to  show  this  clearly  the  aforesaid 
sentence  is  explained  as  "  yagSna  svargam  IJiclvaySt  "  (clearly  pointing 
ont  the  fact  of  the  "  yaga  "    being  the  means,  by  means  of  the  Instru- 
mental ending  ). 

256,  (This  explanation  is  not  improper,  since)  just  as  the  word  "  aupa- 
gam'^  is  explained  as  "  the  child  of  Upagu  "  (Vpagoh  apatyam)  where  the 
genitive  is  not  present  in  connection  with  the  word  "  Upagu19  in  the  ori- 
ginal word  (hut  is  added  in  order  to  clearly  point  out  the  relation  between 
Upaga  and  the  child),  (so  in  the  present  case  also). 

257.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  character  of  being  the  means  is  not 
inaparted  by  the  instrumental  alone  ;  inasmuch  as  even  if  such  character 
be  denoted  by  other  means,  such  denotation  cannot   be,   in  any  way, 
contradicted  (and  set  aside)  by  it  (the  Instrumental). 

258.  Even  though  the  .Root  is  recognised  as  signifying  the  means,  yet 

*»    There  ow.bt  ao  Bhavana  whose  means  ia  not  denoted  by  the  Hoot, 
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It  cannot  have  the  Instrumental  ending,  because  it  is  not  a  noun,  as  the 
word  "#%<*""i»* 

259.  Therefore  the  instrumentality  of  the  root  **  yaji"  which  is  com- 
prehended through  the  (expressive)  potentiality  of  words,  is  explained  by 
means  of  the  word  "  yfiggnaj'  inasmuch  as  the  root  could  not  be  used 
3,1  one  by  itpelf  (to  show  its  instrumental  character). 

260-261.  Similarly  }  standing  in  need  of  the  manner  (of  its  fulfilment) 
the  Bhavana  refers  only  to  the  Process.  And  the  Process  too,  standing  in 
meed  of  something  to  be  fulfilled,  is  restricted  (related  to  the  particular 
Bhavana)}  through  capability  and  proximity,  on  the  ground  of  the  impossi- 
bility of  any  other  explanation  (of  the  character  of  the  Process  and  the 
Bhavana,  and  the  relation  between  these).  And  the  Process  is  such  as 
may  be  obtained  from  the  same  sentence  (as  in  which  the  Bhavana 
appears)  or  from  other  sentences. 

262.  (And  there  is  no  incongruity  in  this,  because)  just  as  the  Base 
and  the  affix  stand  in  need  of  one  another,  and  just  as  one  word  stands  in 
need  of  another  word,  —  so,  in  the  same  manner,  would  a  sentence  stand  in 
need  of  another  sentence. 

263.  "Without  a  process,  the  means  do  not  accomplish  any  results. 
Otherwise  (i.e.,  if  the  Bhavana  of  the  Jyotishtoma  and  the  means,  in  the 
shape  of  the  particular  sacrifice  did  not  require  a  statement  of  the  process, 
then)  the  declaration  of  the  minor  sacrifices  the  *  Prayaja  *  and  the  rest 
(which  make  up  the  Jyotishtoma  sacrifice)  would  be  fruitless. 

264.  Because,  rather  than  make  these  minor  sacrifices  have  any  other 
use,  it  is  far  better  to  make  their  use  He  in  the  help  that  they  impart  to  the 
means  of  the  Bhavana  of  a  certain  definite  result,  —  inasmuch  as  the  means 
stand  in  need  of  such  help,  and  the  proximity  (of  the  declaration  of  the 
Prayajas  to   the  Jyotishtoma)    leads  to  the  same  conclusion    (that  the 
Prayajas  constitute  the  process  whereby  the  *  Jyokishtoma*  is  to  be  per- 
formed). 

265.  The  three  factors  (Means,  Process,  and  Result)  mentioned  in 
connection  with  the  same  Bhavana,  subsequently,  come  to  stand,  with  re- 
gard to  one  another,  in  the  relation  of  mutual  auxiliaries  (the  one  fulfill- 
ing  the  requirements  of  the  other  and  so  on,  amongst  all  the  three). 

266.  The  Bhavana  requires  (to   know)  the  means  that  would  bring 
about  its  result,  and  also  what  (process)  wonld  help  the  Means,  —  thus  re- 
quiring all  the  three  factors  intertwined  with  one  another, 


For  the  Process  it  is  not  absolafcely  necessary  to  be  mentioned  in  the  same 
sentence  with  the  Bal^ana,  &Q. 

**^    It  cannofc  fee  said  that  fchi©  Bhavana  appearing  in  one  sentence  con!4  not  stand 
in.  need  of  the  Process  mentioned  in  another  sentence, 
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267.  Similarly  in  the  case  of  such  sentences  as  "bring  the  white 
cow,*'  there  is  mutual  requirement  based  upon  inseparability.    And  the 
mutual  relation  (between  the  class  "cow"  and  the  property  "white")  is 
due  to  the  fact  of  their  being  connected  with  the  same  action  (of  bring- 
ing). 

268.  And  the  fact  of  the  property  qualifying  the  class  is  based  upon 
the  individual  object  (white  cow)  ;  as  the  one  (class)  inheres  in  the  object 
which  is  qualified  by  another  (the  property  of  whiteness),  with  reference  to 
the  same  action  (of  "bringing). 

269.  And  the  fact  of  both  inhering  in  the  same  object  as  their  sub- 
strate, is  due  to  the  fact  of  their  being  taken  up  by  an  action,  which  does 
not  stand  in  need  of  any  other  object.    And,  as  such,  there  is  no  mutual 
interdependence  (between  the  fact  of  both  having  the  same  substrate  and 
that  of  one  being  the  qualification  of  another). 

270.  And  the  mutual  effect  produced  by  one  upon  the  other  (on  ac- 
count of  their  inhering  in  the  same  substrate)  is  naturally  of  help  (in  ascer- 
taining their  relation).     And  as  for  the  exclusion  of  the  cows  of  other 
colours,  this  indirectly  follows  (from  the  relation  ascertained,  for  the  time 
being,  as  subsisting  between  whiteness  and  cow).    And  hence  (it  must  be 
admitted  that)  there  is  no  discrepancy  in  the  relation  (among  Nouns  and 
Verbs,  &c.,  as  appearing  in  a  sentence). 

271.  Though  the  noun  "coto"  and  the  adjective  'white*  by  them- 
selves separately,  having  unlimited  general  applications,  render  many  sen- 
tences possible,  yet  on  account  of  their  mutual  exclusions  (when  appearing 
in  the  same  sentence)  we  have  the  idea  of  that  single  sentence. 

W  "Inseparability IJ — i.e.,  the  class  "  Cow*1  denoted  by  the  word  "Cow"  stands  in 
need  of  a  specification,  inasmuch  as  the  action  of  "bringing"  is  inseparable  from  indi- 
vidual cows  (on  account  of  the  impossibility  of  its  belonging  to  the  class);  and  the 
property  "  white  "  supplies  this  need.  Similarly,  the  property  "  white  "  stands  in  need 
of  aomething  to  which  it  would  belong,  inasmuch  as  the  property  could  have  no  existence 
•eparately  from  a  certain  class  of  individuals;  and  this  need  is  supplied  by  the  word 
1  *  cow."  Thus,  just  as  in  Tedic  sentences,  so  in  ordinary  sentences,  the  connection  among 
the  va'rious  words  (composing  the  sentence)  is  due  to  mutual  requirement,  the  class 
wanting  the  property  and  the  property  wanting  the  class  for  its  substrate. 

W»  This  refers  to  the  objection  that  the  relation  of  the  qualifier  and  qualified  may 
be  due  to  their  inhering  in  the  same  substrate.  But  whence  this  inherence  ?  If  it  be 
said  to  be  due  to  the  aforesaid  relation  then  there  is  mutual  interdependence. 

*10  «  Exclusion" — This  is  in  reply  to  the  objection  urged  in  K.  37, 

*11  In  the  sentence  "  bring  the  white  cow,1*  the  word  "  bring  "  denotes  the  class 
"  bringing,*'  and  indicates  individual  bringings,  belonging  commonly  to  all  cows — black 
red,  &o.  The  word  "  cow  "  too  (ending  in  the  accusative,  denotes  accusatives  in  general 
and  as  such  indicates  any  action  in  general  of  which  it  would  be  the  object).  So  also  the 
word  "white"  in  the  accusative.  But  when  all  these  words  are  taken  together,  and 


ON  SENTENCE.  535 

Therefore  even  tturagh  this  (cognition  of  a  single  sentence)  is 
a  case  of  Inference  based  upon  positive  and  negative  concomitance, — 
jet  the  fact  of  the  sentence  having  only  one  meaning  exclusively  (which 
would  have  been  the  sole  result  of  the  Inference)  is  got  at  by  other  means 
(i.e.,  by  the  close  proximity  of  the  words), 

273.  Injunctions  as  well  as  Prohibitions  function  properly  when  they 
have  got  at  the  fully-equipped  Bhavana  (t,e.,  a  Bhavana  endowed  with  all 
its  three  factors),  as  signified  by  a  conglomeration  of  words  (composing  the 
sentence)  and  of  sentences  (such  as  serve  to  lay  down  the  processes  help- 
ing its  means), 

274  Though  the  Injunction  refers  properly  to  the  Bhavana  untouch- 
ed by  anything  else,  yet,  on  account  of  sheer  incapability  (of  pointing  to  a 
Bhavana  entirely  by  itself,  without  any  of  its  factors),  it  does  not 
end  in  that  (Bhavana)  alone  (but  also  points  to  its  other  factors,  inasmuch 
as  there  can  be  no  idea  of  the  Bhavana  without  that  of  its  factors  also 
cropping  up  at  the  same  time). 

275.  The  Injunctions  serve  to  urge  persons  towards  certain  actions 
to  be  performed;  and  people  do  not  perform  the  Bhavana,  alone,  apart 
from  its  factors. 

276.  Therefore,  even  though  the  Injunction  h'as  its  function   and 
form  well  started,  yet  it  continues  to  stand  in  need  of  something  until  the 
Bhavana  reaches  its  full  capacity  and  has  no  requirements  (i.e.,  when  it 
has  been  fully  equipped  with  all  its  factors,  and  as  such  has  no  require- 
ments unfulfilled). 

forming  one  sentence,  the  action  of  bringing  signified  by  the  root  comes  to  be  cognised 
as  the  same  which  is  signified  by  the  accusative  "cow,"  as  also  the  word  "white/* 
Thus  all  words  come  to  indicate  a  single  particular  case ;  and  the  action  becomes  ex- 
cluded from  classes  and  properties  other  than  the  "cow"  and  "  white  j"  and  the  class 
"cow1*  too  conies  to  be  excluded  from  other  actions  and  properties;  and  the  property 
"whiteness"  becomes  excluded  from  other  classes  and  actions i  and  this  brings  us 
to  the  cognition  of  the  one  sentence,  "  Bring  the  white  cow.f> 

*T*  The  previous  K.  having  set  aside  the  objection  urged  in  K.  101-102,  the  present 
Karika  meets  the  objection  urged  in  the  first  half  of  K.  4. 

SflS  And  since  an  Injunction  stands  in  need  of  all  the  factors  of  the  Bh&vana,  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  Injunction  refers  to  the  Bhavana  alone,  and  not  to  its  means — 
the  sacrifice,  &o. 

*?*  This  explains  the  "  incapability.1*  It  is  only  when  the  Bhavana  is  realised  in 
all  its  parts— i.e.,  when  people  come  to  know  that  such  and  such  a  result  will  be 
attained  by  such  and  such  means  as  aided  by  such  and  such  a  process,-— that  we  come  to 
know  all  its  factors. 

<W  Though  the  Injunction  begins  with  referring  to  the  Bhavana  pure  and  simple, 
yet  it  has  not  its  function  fully  complete,  uutil  the  Bhavana  has  appeared  with  all  its 
factors. 
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277.  Eraidn  the  cfese  of  Verbal  prefiycrs'attfi  Nipatfts,  -—though  they  are 
always  used  with  other  words  (Verbs,  <fcc.)  (and  never  by  themselves;  and 
as  such  appear  to  have  no  independent  significations  of  their  own),  yet — 
these  must  be  admitted  to  have  a  certain  meaning  (of  their  own), "like 
the  different  members    of    a  compound,  on   the  ground   that  a  'certain 
meaning  is  cognised  only  when  these  prefixes  are  present,  and  not  other- 
wise — (as  explained  above  with  regard  to  Nityasamasa,  Ac.). 

278.  It  is  no  use  discussing  as  to  whether  these  (Verbal  Prefixes,  Ac.) 
are  themselves  distinctly  denotative,  or  only  serve  to  manifest  a  certain 
shade  of  the  signification  of  the  root.     Because  all  that  we  mean  is  that 
they  have  distinct  functions  of  their  own  (in  the  signification  of  a  sentence) ; 
—  and  this  function  may  be  either  in  the  shape  of  direct  independent  deno- 
tat, -m,  or  in  that  of  merely  helping  (to  manifest  certain  changes  in)  an- 
othe    (i.e.,  the  signification  of  the  root). 

2,  9-80.  (As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  do  find  independent  significations  of 
prefixes,  &c.;  e.g.]  we  find  that  the  prefixes,  expressing  "  slight,"  <fcc.,  are 
ilirectly  connected  wM>h  nouns;  while  others  signify  certain  specialities 
through  a  Verb  which  is  not  used  (bat  is  suppressed)  ;  as  for  instance,  the 
words  "fipinga"  (slightly  yellowish)  and  "pravayah"  (whose  age  is  much 
!£one  or  advanced). 

280-28  L  Sometimes  " excellence/'  &c.»  (as  denoted  by  the  prefix 
•"pi'a"  in  "pravayasam  rshdbliam  dakshin&m  dadyat")  are  comprehend* 
t?d  and  taken  as  forming  part  of  the  Process,  &c.,  and  a$  such  qualifying  the 
Bhavana. 

28I-2S2.  And  though  the  "front  direction"  (signified  by  "abbi"  in 
" iibhikrfiman"')  is  a  property  o£  the  doer  (performer),  yet  it  could  belong  to 
fche  Bhavana,  on  account  of  its  inherence  in  one  and  the  same  object  with 
die  Bhavaiia  (both  the  Bhavana  and  the  direction  inhering  in  the  performer 

yn  "The  root  "hy"»take;  while  "  Vihara*'*-  en  joy  meat  j  which  latter  meaningre- 
maius  so  long  as  the  prefix  "vi"  remains,  and  disappears  with  it.  Therefore  ifc  must  be 
admitted  that  the  prefix  has  a  certain  signification  which  alters  the  signification  of  the 
root, 

OT9.SO  In  "apinga"  we  find  the  meaning  of  the  prefix  "a**  (i.e.,  slightly)  directly 
qualifying  the  nonn  "Pinga."  And  in  "pravayah"  we  find  that  the  prefix  "pra"  sig- 
nifies "  much  gone  or  advanced,*1  and  this  through  the  agency  of  the  root  "garni,"  which 
however  is  suppressed  in  the  compound  "  pravayah/*  which  is  expounded  as  "pragatam 
*ayo  yasya"  (one  whose  age  is  much  gone  or  advanced), 

*90.«1  In  the  example  cited,  excellence  is  recognised  as  a  part  of  the  process  of  the 
performance  of  the  action  in  which  connection  such  a  daJcshina  is  laid  down  j  and  as 
•uoh  it  qaalifiss  the  Bhavana  of  such  an  Injunction.  Another  instance  in  this  connection 
is  "  abhikraman  juhofci ; "  and  here  the  prefix  "  abhi  "  is  distinctly  cognised  as  signifying 
11  iu  front  of  (the  sacrifioer j  "  and  as  such  as  being  part  of  the  Process,  and  thereby 
qualifying  the  Bhavana. 
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of  the  .action).  Because  the  direction  cannot  be  taken  as  laying  down 
the.  form  and  character  of  the  doer  only  (because  this  would  serve  no  pur. 
pose  in  the  Bhavana;  therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  front-direction 
qualifies  the  doer  of  the  Bhavana,  and  as  such  becomes  the  process  of  the 
fulfilment  of  the  Bhavana). 

282-283.  And  those  (Prefixes)  that  completely  change  the  expressive 
potentialities  of  the  Root,  and  make  it  signify  a  meaning  opposite  to  its 
original  meaning  (e.#.,  in  the  case  of  the  Prefix  "pra"  added  to  the  root 
"stha"),—  are  held  to  be  mere  parts  of  the  Boot  itself,  inasmuch  as  they  are 
similar  to  any  other  parts  of  a  Boot  (and  as  such  they  too  have  a  connec- 
flon  in  the  sentence), 

283-284.  As  for  instance,  the  Boot  "stha"  becomes  expressive  of 
"going,"  when  accompanied  by  the  Prefix  "pra,"  and  (it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  prefix  "pra"  itself  is  expressive  of  going,  because)  when  the  prefix 
"pra"  alone  is  uttered,  we  have  no  idea  of  "going." 

284-285.  A  Verbal  root  (stM,  f.i.)  is  at  first  cognised  as  having  a 
generic  significance,  and  this  becomes  specialised  by  the  addition  of  the 
Prefixes,  which  have  both  (generic  and  specific  significance), 

285-286.  And  the  specialisation  that  is  brought  about  iu  the  Boot  (by 
the  presence  of  the  Prefix)  is  the  appearance  of  a  new  significance.  (And 
even  if  the  original  significance  be  altogether  rejected,  it  does  not  matter, 
because)  unless  it  relinquished  the  generic  (significance)  it  could  never  be 
specialised. 

285-286.  (Specialisations  or  qualifications  are  of  two  kinds)  some  are 
qualifications  of  the  signification  or  denotation  itself  (as  in  the  case  in 
question,  the  qualification  by  "pra"  is  of  the  denotation  of  the  root  "sthi") 
and  some  are  qualifications  of  the  object  denoted  by  a  word  (e.gn  the  word 
"blue"  qualifies  the  object  denoted  by  the  word  "lotus1*);  therefore  just  as 
(in  the  latter  case)  we  have  a  rejection  of  the  meaning  (of  the  word  "  Lotus," 
as  unqualified  by  any  colour),  so  too  (in  the  former  case)  we  would  have 
a  rejection  of  the  original  potentiality  (of  the  root  "stha"  as  signifying 
4  to  stay1). 

287-288.  In  the  same  manner,  burning,  &c,,  may  also  be  shown  to 
have  a  connection  with  cooking;  inasmuch  as  they  form  part  of  the  Process 
helping  either  the  cooking  itself  or  its  Besult  (the  rice). 

288-289.  When  the  result  to  be  attained  is  the  cooked  rice,  then  cooking 
is  held  to  be  its  means;  and  since  the  cooking  too  has  no  existence  unless  it 
is  performed,  it  stands  in  need  of  another  means  for  itself. 

289-290.     And  as  such  means,  we  have  the  burning  or  the  fuel.    And 


This  refutes  the  objection  that;  the  fuel,  &c.,  can  have  no  connection  with 
the  cooking,  through  the  actions  of  "burning^  &c. 
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(we  have  the  necessity  of  fcbe  means  for  both  the  rice  and  the  cooking, 
-because)  the  want  of  a  Process  appertains  to  all  the  Means  (intervening  be- 
tween the  final  result,  cooked  rice,  and  the  first  action  towards  its  fulfilment), 

290-291,  The  Process  too  can  be  a  Means  with  reference  to  something 
else;  (therefore  though  burning  is  the  Process  with  regard  to  Mice  as  accom- 
plished  by  Means  of  Oooking,  yet  it  becomes  the  Means  with  regard  to  Qooking; 
and  thus  indirectly  the  burning  becomes  connected  with  the  final  Result,  as 
the  Means  cfits  Means).  :  And  through  the  burning,  the  Fuel  too  becomes 
connected  with  the  cooking  (inasmuch  as  it  is  only  by  means  of  the  burning 
of  the  Fuel  that  QoMng  can  be  accomplished). 

291-292.  That  an  action  (cooking,  f.i.)  should  be  accomplished  "by 
means  of  another  action  (burning)  is  not  impossible,  in  accordance  with  our 
theory.  Because  we  hold  an  action  to  be  the  means  of  another  (lotion), 
which  (according  to  us)  does  not  inhere  in  it. 

292-293.  (The  burning  is  not  held  to  be  an  independent  Result  by 
ifoelf  brought  about  by  the  Fuel,  because)  what  is  desired  to  be  accomplished 
by  means  of  the  Fuel  is  not  the  mere  burning,  which  appears  only  as  a 
necessary  accompaniment  of  the  Fuel  (and  Fire)  <fcc.,  brought  together  for 
the  purpose  of  Cooking. 

293-294.  Though  these  (Fuel,  Ac.)  are  agents  (of  the  action  of 
burning,  &o. ),  yet  they  become  endowed  with  Instrumentality,  Ac.,  with 
regard  to  cooking;  inasmuch  as  (though  their  oiiginal  potentiality  lies  In 
being  the  agent  of  burning,  <fcc.,  yet),  with  regard  to  other  actions,  other 
potentialities  (Instrumentality,  Ac.)  appear  in  them. 

294-295.  With  regard  to  burning,  Ac.,  they  are  held  to  have,  by  them- 
selves, t]he  independent  character  of  the  agent;  and  it  is  only  when  the 
agent  (who  cooks)  is  cognisant  of  this  independence  (of  their  active 
functions),  that  he  uses  them  (in  cooking). 

295-296.  But  when  they  thus  come  to  be  employed,  they  become  de- 
notative of  Instrumentality,  Ac.,  on  account  of  the  suppression  (of  their 
active  functions)  by  the  newly-appeared  principal  active  function  of 

*W-*»  In  asserting  one  Action  to  be  the  means  of  another,  we  do  not  mean  thafc  the 
x>ne  inheres  in  the  other ;  i.e.,  to  say  we  do  not  hold  an  action  to  he  the  material  cause  of 
another  action,  inasmuch  as  it  is  only  a  substance  that  can  be  a  material  cause.  There- 
for,e  there  is  no  harm  in  asserting  an  action  to  be  a  means  (not  a  material  cause)  of  an- 
other  action, 

1M-MS  Burning  ifl  only  an  accompaniment  of  the  Means  and  can  nerer  bean  end  de- 
sired in  itself. 

S98.M  a'hig  shows  that  it  is  not  impossible  for  the  same  noun  to  have  different  char-' 
acters  and  consequent  case-endings. 

mjW  B  fa  only  wnen  the  man  knows  that  the  fuel  will  fcttm,  and  the  Vessel  will 
contain  the  rice>  that  he  uses  these  in  the  act  of  cooking. 
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(who  is  the  agent-in-chief  in  tlie  sentence,  being  the  agent  of 
Cooking  which  is  the  principal  Verb)* 

296-297*  However,  in  cases  where  there  i»  no  snob  suppression  (of 
the  active  function  of  fuel,  <fcc.),  we  have  snch  expressions  as  "the 
Fnels  cook**  (where  the  the  active  character  of  the  Fuel  is  brought 
to  the  fore*  in  order  to  show,  that  while  all  other  circumstances  were 
against  the  accomplishment  of  the  cooking*  it  was  solely  through  the  ex- 
cellent burning  of  the  Fuel  that  it  has  been  accomplished)* 

297-298.  Even  though  (the  Active  and  the  Instrumental  characters 
are)  cognised  by  means  of  one  and  the  same  word,  yet  one  is  held  to  be  more 
predominant  than  the  other  (and  there  is  no  contradiction  in  this)  ;  —  as  we 
find,  in  the  case  of  Verbal  affixes  (the  Imperative,  Ac.),  where  the  Bhavana, 
and  the  Number  of  the  ^Nominative  of  the  action  are  both  denoted  by  the 
same  (Verbal  affix)  (and  yet  the  Bhavana  is  its  primary  denotation,  while 
the  other  is  only  secondary). 

298-299.  Therefore,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  NTominative  Agent  is 
that  whose  action  is  primarily  expressed  by  the"  Verbal  root  (i.e.,  one  to 
whom  the  action  denoted  by  the  root  primarily  belongs)  ;  while  those  that 
have  their  functions  subsidiary  to  this  (principal  action)  have  the  character 
of  the  Instrumental,  Ac. 

299-300.  Then  all  these  (Fuel,  Burning,  Ac.),  having  functions  sub- 
sidiary to  the  principal  action  (of  cooking),  are  related  to  this  principal 
action,  as  forming  parts  of  the  Process  of  the  Principal  Action. 

300-301.  There  is  a  contradiction  of  the  real  character  of  things  by 
either  Negation  or  Doubt;  inasmuch  as  what  the  negative  denotes  is  ab- 
sence at  soma  particular  time,  the  Present,  f.i. 

301-302%  And  further,  the  negative,  when  in  contact  with  a  Noun 
or  a  Verb,  denotes  another  (Noun  and  Verb,  and  not  a  Negation)  ;  and  in 
such  cases  what  is  denoted  is  one  object,  as  differentiated  from  another 
object  (the  latter  being  the  one  to  which  the  negative  is  attached)  ;  and 
thus  (the  former  object)  is  a  positive  entity,  and  as  such,  quite  compatible 
(with  the  affirmative  character  of  the  sentence), 

8W  Ji§  In  the  same  manner,  there  would  be  the  same  comparative  predominance 
or  superiority  in  the  various  f  unctions—  Nominative,  Instrumental,  &o.,  of  the  Fuel. 

**8.«9  AS  in  the  cage  of  "  the  Fuels  cook/*  where  greatest  prominence  being  given  to 
the  action  of  the  Fuel,  this  appears  in  the  Nominative. 

*W-tQl  This  refutes  the  objection  that  the  negatives  can  have  no  connection  in  the 
sentence,  inasmuch  as  they  express  either  Negation  or  Doubt,  both  of  which  go  against 
the  principal  Action.  The  sense  of  this  Karika  is  that  the  sentence  u  the  jar  is  not" 
does  not  deny  the  existence  of  the  Jar  at  all  times  (and  only  then  could  the  objection 
hold)  ;  but  all  that  it  signifies  is  the  absence  of  the  jar  at  th«  present  moment  }  sted  cer- 
tainly this  does  not  contradict  anything. 
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302-303.  And  when  the  negative  appears  in  connection  with  Verbal 
affixes,  what  it  denotes  is  the  rejection  of  Ideas  that  are  either  unknown,  or 
doubtful)  or  altogether  mistaken  (being  contrary  to  what  is  really  desired  to 
be  conveyed). 

303-304  As  for  instance,  when  there  is  a  donht  as  to  whether  a  cer- 
tain object  exists  or  not,  the  negative  (attached  to  the  Terb  "exists")  re- 
jects  its  existence,  which  is  one  factor  of  the  doubt  ;  or,  it  may  be  taken  as 
denoting  non-existence,  which  is  a  real  entity  in  itself  (and  not  a  negation 
at  all). 

304-305.  And  one  who  has  not  understood  (a  previous  assertion 
of  the  negation  of  a  certain  object),  comes  to  understand  the  non-existence 
(of  such  an  object)  (when  he  finds  the  negative  in  contact  with  it)  (thus  the 
negative  having  its  function  in  the  removal  of  Ignorance).  While,  one  who 
has  all  along  understood  the  object  to  exist,  has  his  mistaken  idea  removed 
(by  the  negative,  which,  in  this  case,  serves  to  bring  about  the  rejection  of 
a  mistaken  idea). 

305-806.  Because,  in  this  latter  case,  the  Idea  of  existence  disappears 
of  itself,  on  account  of  its  being  contradictory  to  the  subsequent  cognition 
of  non-existence  (denoted  by  the  Negative),  —  just  as  our  previous  cognition 
of  the  Mirage  (as  being  a  sheet  of  water)  (disappears  of  itself,  when  sub- 
sequently we  come  to  realise  its  real  non-existent  character). 

306-307.  This  is  the  case  (with  the  denotation  of  the  negative)  even 
in  cases  where  the  means  of  cognition  is  not  mere  "Negation"  (t.e,,  also  in 
cases  of  "Sense-perception/*  &c*),  —  as  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  post 
(perceived  as  a  man);  in  all  such  cases  also,  the  Negative  serves  to  reject 
Ignorance,  and  doubtful  and  mistaken  notions  in  the  case  of  the  post,  the 
subsequent  negative  —  "this  is  not  a  man"  —  serving  to  remove  the  doubt,  as 
to  whether  the  object  seen  by  the  eye  is  a  post  or  a  man. 

307-309.  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  inasmuch  as  we  have  already  (un* 
under  "Negation")  established  "Non-existence"  to  be  a  real  entity,  it  is 
similar  (in  all  respects)  to  the  jar,  &c.  And  it  is  not  at  all  negative  in  its  char- 
acter; because,  so  long  as  the  negative  does  not  appear  in  contact  with  a 
certain  positive  declaration,  it  is  not  a  proper  negative  at  all.  And  (it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  negative  should  always  appeal*  in  contact  with  some 
positive  declaration,  because)  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  negation  must  al- 
ways be  preceded  by  a  previous  affirmation  (and  even  when  it  is  so  pre- 
ceded, the  signification  of  the  Negative  lies  in  the  removal  of  Ignorance, 
Doubt  and  Wrong  Ideas,  as  explained  above). 

309-310.    And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  word  ("Jar"  f.i)  does  not  .denote 


If  the  word  "jar"  itself  aiguified  existence,  then  the  addition  of  "is"  would 
be  useless. 


ON  'SEHTEKCI.  541 

the  existence  of  such  an  object;  inasmuch  as  what  a  word  denotes  is  only  tlie 
cfass  ("Jar"),  irrespective  of  existence  (or  non-existence)  o%c.  And  it  is  on 
account  of  this  alone  that*  the  use  of  the  word  "is"  becomes  possible  (in 
connection  with  the  word  "Jar"). 

311-312.  No  one  ever  wishes  to  speak  of  either  the  existence  or 
the  non-existence  of  the  Glass,  (because  tnis  is  eternal  and  as  snch  ever 
existent).  These  two  (existence  and  non-existence)  are  the  qualifications 
of  the  individual  which  is  indicated  by  the  Class.  Therefore  there  can 
be  no  contradiction  between  the  negative  and  the  directly  denoted 
meanings  of  words  (inasmuch  as  this  latter  is  the  Glass,  while  the  non- 
'existence  signified  by  the  negative  belongs  to  the  individual). 

312-318.  Even  in  cases  (as  "the  jar  exists  not")  where  having  nsed 
the  word  "exists"  (signifying  existence),  one  uses  the  negative  (signifying 
non-existence),  (there  is  no  contradiction,  inasmuch  as)  the  latter 
constitutes  a  specification  of  the  former,  and  hence  (the  idea  prodnced 
by  the  latter)  serves  to  set  aside  that  previously  produced  by  the  former 
(and  there  would  be  a  contradiction  only  if  both  were  cognised  to  be  true 
at  the  same  time). 

313-314.  Or,  the  word  "  exists  "  may  be  taken  as  bringing  about  the 
remembrance  of  a  previously- cognised  existence  (of  the  object);  and 
when  the  negative  specification  is  added,  it  gives  rise  to  th#>  idea  that 
that  which  existed  previously  does  not  exist  now  (and  there  is  no  self-contra- 
diction in  this). 

314-315.  And  as  for  the  negative  appearing  in  connection  with  an 
injunction— as  in  "Do  not  kill,"  "  do  not  drink," —  such  a  negative  has  .not 
a  negative  signification, — all  that  it  does  is  to  prevent  people  from  doing 
such  and  such  an  act  (and  there  is  no  contradiction  in  this). 

315-317.  The  ideas  of  negation,  as  those  of  affirmation,  appear  in 
quite  another  manner — inasmuch  as  they  bring  about  the  specification 
(in  the  shape  of  negation)  of  a  certain  definite  external  object.  While, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  functions  of  Injunction  -and  Prohibition  lead  to 

81S.ll  Thus  then  there  can  be  no  contradiction  in  the  sentence  "  the  jar  is  wo*.*1 
Because  just  as  the  additon  of  "is"  to  the  word  "jar"  signifies  the  existence  of  an 
Individual  jar  (apart  from  the  class  denoted  by  the  word) ;  so  the  addition  of  "is  not " 
denotes  the  non-existence  of  the  individual  jar  (apart  from  the  class  denoted  by  'the 
word  "jar"). 

814.818  «  Bo  not  kill"  does  not  mean  the  negative  of  killing,  but  it  serves  to  prevent 
people  from  killing  to  which  they  may  have  been  tempted  by  avarice,  &o* 

818.817  in  the  case  of  ordinary  negations— snch  as  **  the  jar  is  not " — the  negative 

gives  the  idea  of  the  non-existence  of  the  jar,  which  is  an  external  object ;  whereas 

when  the  negative  appears  with  an  Injunction— thereby  constituting  a  Prohibition?-— 

all  that  it  does  is  to  bring  about  an  internal  determination  on  the  part  of  the  hearer, 

"Therefore  there  can  be  no  similarity  between  the  two. 


542 


a  certain  de  terra  in  atio»   in  the  mind  (of  the  person  addressed  )y-~j 
mndb  as  they  respectively  serve  to  wrg*  and  prevent  a  certain  fihS 
(of  the  mentioned  results)    which  is  yet  to  be  produced,  and  has  had 
previous  existence.  _ 


317-318.  Option  (vikalpa)  too  has  its  object  in  the  two  objects  of  these 
(Injunction  and  Prohibition).  If  ifc  (the  option)  be  with  regard  to  such 
causes  of  action  as  have  been  previonsly  enjoined,  then  it  implies 
prohibitions  (of  one  of  them)  ;  and  such  an  option  has  its  end  in  prohibition  5 
while  if  it  be  with  regard  to  those  that  are  not  recognised  as  enjoined, 
then  it  implies  the  fact  of  their  being  an  object  of  Injunction  (and  snob 
an  option  has  its  end  in  Injunction). 

318-319.  It  is  impossible  for  ns  to  have  any  cognition  of  two  contra- 
dictories (Injunction  and  Prohibition,  11)  simultaneously,  (at  one  and  the 
same  time),  (even  when  they  are  mentioned  as  alternatives).  What  is 
possible  is  that  there  may  be  an  operation  of  these  (contradictories)  by 
alternation  (and  in  this  there  can  be  no  contradicton,  which  is  possible  only 
if  there  be  one  idea  of  two  contradictories  at  one  and  the  same  time). 

319-321.  And — either  in  the  Veda,  or  in  ordinary  parlance —there  can 
be  no  option  with  regard  to  those  (contradictories)  of  which  one  is  known 
(as  enjoined)  while  the  other  is  unknown.  And  where  the  two  alternative 
factors  are  different  objects — as  in  the  cases  of  "  Is  this  a  post  or  a  man  ?fl 
and  "Is  he  going  or  staying P"— the  word  "or"  signifies,  not  option  but 
doubt;  inasmuch  as  with  regard  to  definite  objects  there  can  be  no  option 
(which  is  possible  only  with  regard  to  alternative  courses  of  conduct). 

321-322.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Prohibition,  <fcc.,  are  possible  only  with 
regard  to  external  objects ;  and  nothing  such  is  possible  with  regard  to  an 
Idea  which  is  all  in  itself. 

322-323.    Because  (in  the  case  of  "Jar  is  not")  the  Idea  (of  existence) 

M  It  is  now  shown  that  there"  is  no  contradiction  intne  use  of  words  expressing 
option — such  aa  "  or,'*  Ac. 

8l0.m  «  And  where,  Ac,"— Up  to  this  it  has  been  proved  that  there  is  contradiction 
.in  adoption  with  regard  to  causes  of  conduct.  It  is  now  shown  that  with  regard  to 
definite  objects,  there  can  be  no  option. 

8*U*  It  has  been  urged  by  the  Bauddha  that  the  contradictions  aboverefuted  ap- 
ply to  one  who  holds  the  external  reality  of  objects,  and  not  to  the  Banddha  Idealist.  It 
is  now  shown  that  the  fact  is  to  the  contrary,  the  impossibility  lying  only  when  the  deno» 
tationa  of  words  are  held  to  consist  of  Ideas  and  not  of  any  external  objects.  And  it  has 
been  just  shown  that  there  is  no  contradiction  if  the  denotations  of  words  be  external 
objects. 

***.*&  According  to  us  what  is  set  aside  by  the  negative  is  the  mistaken  cognition  of 
objects.  As  for  the  Idealist,  what  can  it  be  that  is  rejected  by  the  negatrre.?  Bejeotion 
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which  bes  been  produced  (by  the  word  "is")  cannot  be  held  to  be 
Ttol  produced  at  tie  same  time  (and  it  is  tMg  non-prodnction  of  tb«  Idea 
alone,  that  can,  according  to  yon,  be  the  denotation  of  the  'not'}  (and 
b0nee  a  negative  sentence  involves  a  contradiction  only  when  the  signifi- 
cations of  words  are  made  to  lie  in  Ideas  alone).  If  ifc  be  held  that  tli» 
negative  serves  to  destroy  the  previous  idea  (of  existence),  then,  we  reply, 
that)  as  for  destruction,  tMs  wotdd  apply  equally  to  true  and  false 

Ideas. 

323-324.  On  the  other  hand,  for  one  who  holds  the  external  reality 
of  objects,  an  Idea,  which  is  contrary  to  the  true  state  of  (external)  things 
(as  perceived  by  the  eye,  <fcc.),  is  said  to  he  false;  (and  since  he  has  this 
standard  of  falsity),  there  is  every  possibility  of  the  rejection,  of  a  previous 
Idea  (f.i,  that  of  existence  brought  about  by  the  word  "is"). 

324-325.  Even  in  this  case,  it  is  not  the  form  of  the  previous  cogni- 
tion that  is  either  rejected  or  expressed  (by  the  subsequent  cognition). 
What  is  done  by  the  subsequent  cognition  (brought  about  by  the  negative) 
is  that  the  previous  cognition  is  deprived  of  its  fraits,  in  the  shape  of  the 
abandonment  (or  acceptance)  of  objects. 

325-326.  Though  for  different  people,  different  conceptions  are  pro- 
duced by  a  single  sentence,  yet  we  hold  that  of  conception,  as  also  of  the 
sentence,  the  object  must  be  external  (since  the  conception  too  is  of  some 
object,  and  this  cannot  but  be  external). 

is  either  in  the  shape  of  non-production  or  in  that  of  destruction.  The  former  ia 
not  possible ;  because  one  that  has  been  produced,  cannot  be  non-produced.  And  as 
for  destruction,  if  such  rejection  be  admitted,  then  true  and  false  Ideas  would  all  be 
equally  liable  to  rejection,  inasmuch,  as  according  to  the  Bauddha  all  Ideaa  are  being 
destroyed  every  moment.  And  when  all  Ideas  thus  become  equally  rejeotible,  there 
can  be  no  standard  whereby  to  judge  the  truth  or  falsity  of  Ideaa,  masmuoh  as  the 
only  such  standard  is  supplied  by  the  fact  that  true  Ideas  are  never  rejected,  while 
false  ones  always  are. 

SS*»a&  So  long  as  the  negative  has  not  been  added,  we  have  the  cognition  that  the 
jar  exists,  and  so  we  set  about  taking  hold  of  it  in  that  place,  and  abandon  its  search 
elsewhere.  As  soon  as  the  negative  is  added,  the  cognition  produced  by  this  sets  aside 
the  former  cognition,  and  our  conduct  ceases  to  be  regulated  by  the  previous  cognition 
which  thus  becomes  deprived  of  its  result  (the  result  of  sentences  being  the  regula- 
tors of  the  conduct  of  the  bearer). 

Si£.*8*  This  refers  to  the  view  that  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  the  conception 
(or  mental  image)  in  the  mind  of  the  hearer, — as  otherwise,  from  a  single  sentence,  differ* 
ent  people  could  not  understand,  different  things;  this  could  not  be  possible  If  exter- 
nal objects  formed  the  meanings  of  sentences,  because  all  external  objects  are  perceived 
alike  by  all  people.  The  sense  of  the  reply  as  embodied  ia  this  Karika  is  that  though  the 
mental  conception  produced  by  one  sentence  is  diverse  in  different  persona,  yet  wa  hold 
that  both  of  the  sentences  and  of  the  conception,  the  object  exists  in  the  external 
world. 
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,  326-327.  If  by  conception  being  the  object  of  a  sentence,  you  meat 
th'at  conception  is  either  the  purpose  or  effect  of  the  sentence,  —  then  tha 
does  not  in  any  way  go  against  us. 

327-328.  The  real  denotation  (of  the  sentence)  .consists  of  that  exter 
nal  object,  which  is  referred  to  by  the  ideas  produced  by  the  words  (com 
.posing  the  sentence)  —  ideas  which  are  incapable  of  having  themselves  fen 
their  objects  (and  as  such  standing  in  need  of  external  substrates). 

828-329,  We  have  already  explained  that  the  cognition  (produced  bji 
words  and  sentences)  is  other  than  "sense-perception,"  and  refers  to  ob- 
jects past,  present  and  future;  and  as  such  non-proximity  (of  the  external 
object)  cannot  constitute  a  discrepancy. 

329-330.  And  as  for  the  diversity  of  the  '  cognitions  (produced  by  a 
sentence,  f.i.,.  "there  is  a  tiger  on  the  road'*)  of  cowards  and  brave  persons 
(the  former  construing  the  sentence  to  be  a  warning,  while  the  latter  tak- 
es it  to  be  an  encouragement)  is  due  to  (the  difference  in)  their  previous 
impressions  (and  character),—  just  as  the  ideas  of  foul  mass  (lovely  woman* 
and  food,  produced,  with  regard  to  a  single  woman,  in  the  minds  of  an 
ascetic,  an  amorous  person,  and  in  carnivorous  cannibals,  respectively). 

330-331.  Inasmuch  as  it  is  always  denoted  by  the  Verbal  affix,  (and 
as  such  is  present  either  clearly  or  otherwise  in  every  sentence),  the  deno- 
tation of  a  sentence  must  be  admitted  to  consist  in  the  Bhavana,  tinged  by 
the  denotations  of  various  nouns  expressing  properties,  classes,  <fcc. 


"W^  also  admit  that  a  sentence  is  uttered  with  a  view  to  —  and  for  the  purpose 
of—  producing  a  conception  (of  its  meaning)  in  the  mind  of  the  hearer. 

Bffl.sas  The  incapability  of  Ideas  to  have  themselves  for  their  objects  has  been  proved 
under  "Nira  lambanavada."  This  Karika  shows  that  according  to  our  theory  the 
purpose  "of  the  sentence  is  the  idea  produced  by  the  words  j  but  since  the  idea  too 
cannot  but  be  without  substrates  in  the  external  world,  the  existence  of  such  external 
objects  must  be  admitted. 

B  8S8.8W  This  refers  to  the  following  objections  "It  is  not  possible  for  objects  that 
are  past  to  be  of  any  use  in  the  ideas  produced  by  words;  because  you  hold  these  objects 
to  be  the  cause  of  the  ideas  j  and  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that,  when  the  cause  is  not  at 
hand,  the  effect  is  not  possible.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  denotation  of 
the'  sentence  consists  of  the  conception  independently  of  any  external  objects." 
The  sense  of  the  reply  is  that  the  proximity  of  the  cause  is  necessary  only  in  sense- 
perception,  and  not  in  other  means  of  right  cognition,  all  of  which  latter  refer  to  all  ob- 
jects, past,  present  and  future.  And  since  verbal  cognition  is  something  other  than 
sense-perception,  non  -proximity  of  objects  cannot  be  any  discrepancy. 

889.580  Juafc  as  with  regard  to  a  single  object,  there  is  a  diversity  of  ideas,  BO  too  in 
a  single  sentence  .different  sorts  of  people  will  have  different  ideas. 

8&0.81  Having  proved  that  nothing  else  can  form  the  denotation  of  the  sentence,  the 
author  declares  that  it  is  the  Bhavana  that  forms  such  denotation.  Because  it  is  to 
this  that  the  nouns,  &c.,  become  related  on  account  of  the  Bhavana  being  always  recog- 
nised as  the  principal  factor  in  the  sentence*  And  even  when  the  denotation  of  the 
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331-332.  And  this  Bhavana  is  the  object  of  a  single  cognition,  which, 
ifl  of  a  variegated  character,  and  whiek  is  hrought  about  by  a  variegated 
conglomeration,  of  the  impressions  lef  t  by  the  meanings  of  the  words  (com- 
posing the  sentence). 

332-333.  Thus  then,  the  connection  among  the  words  and  their 
meanings  is  for  the  sake  of  this  (Bhavana,  which  has  been  shown  to  be  the 
principal  factor  in  a  sentence).  Kor  can  the  intervention  of  a  word  (be- 
tween the  meaning  of  one  word  and  that  of  another)  be  a  bar  to  the  connec- 
tion (of  the  meanings  of  words)* 

333-334.  Because  a  (real  and  successful)  intervener  is  said  to  be  that 
alone,  which  is  of  equal  strength  (with  the  two  factors  sought  to  be  con- 
nected), and  which  has  no  connection  (with  them) ;  while  in  the  case  in  ques- 
tion, inasmuch  as  the  words  are  subsidiary  to  their  meanings,  they  could 
not  interrupt  any  connection  among  their  primaries,  the  meanings  of  words. 

334-335.  Because  when  one  meaning  has  been  comprehended  (by 
means  of  a  word),  the  other  meaning  too  requires  a  means  (in  the  shape  of 
the  word  denoting"~it)  by  which  it  could  be  comprehended  (and  as  such 
the  intervention,  of  this  latter  word  between  these  two  meanings,  is  a 
necessity,  and  hence  it  does  not  interrupt,  but  only  helps,  the  connection 
between  them).  And  thus,  inasmuch  as  the  meanings  stand  in  need  of  the 
words,  these  latter  too  acquire  a  certain  relation  (with  the  meanings;  and  as 
snch  being  themselves  related,  the  words  cannot  interrupt  any  connection 
among  their  meanings). 

335*336.  Thus  it  becomes  established  that  words  too  have  a  certain 
connection  in  the  denotation  of  sentences;  hence  it  must  be  admitted  as  set- 
tled that  the  denotation  of  the  sentence  is  always  preceded  (and  brought 
about)  by  the  denotation  of  the  words  (composing  it) . 


336-337.    We  do  not  accept  the  sentence  itself  as  evolving  into  the 

Bhivana,  is  not  complete,  on  account  of  the  absence  of  any  Verb  clearly  mentioned,  even 
then  it  is  always  present;  being  denoted  by  Verbal  affixes,  without  which,  no  sentence  is 
complete,  and  which  is  always  understood. 

131.83*  The  Bhavana  as  tinged  by  the  denotations  of  noons,  &o.,  is  cognised  by  means 
of  a  cognition  which  is  brought  about  by  a  simultaneous  remembrance  of  the  meanings 
of  previous  words— which  being  thus  remembered  simultaneously  form  by  themselves 
a  composite  whole,  which,  on  account  of  its  being  made  up  of  the  impressions  left  bj 
various  words,  is  of  a  variegated  character.  And  inasmuch  as  the  Bhavana  is  cognised 
by  means  of  such  a  variegated  cognition,  it  is  only  natural  that  it  should  have  a  variega- 
ted character. 

•B8-8M  The  real  'intervener*  i«  explained  in  the  Second  Adhyiya.  Being  subsidiary 
they  are  weaker,  and  as  subsidiaries  they  are  not  devoid  of  all  connection  with  the 
meanings,  Ac. 

8*<Lb7  With  thia  begins  the  refutation  of  th*  theory  that  it  is  the  impartjte  sentence 
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form  of  a  denotation  of  the  (same)  sentence;  because  we  have  already 
proved  (under  "Sense-perception")  that  the  denotation  of  a  sentence  is 
never  cognised  as  identical  with  the  sentence. 

337-340.  And  further  (the  sentence  being  impartite,  ^its  denotation 
would  also  be  imparfcite,  and  consequently)  we  could  not  properly  have 
the  occasional  facts  (of  the  supplying  of  ellipses,  <fcc.),  which  are  based  upon 
the  meanings  of  the  words  (composing  the  sentences) ;  and  we  have,  in  ordi- 
nary parlance,  instances  (1)  where  there  is  a  requirement  [of  only  one  fac- 
tor of  the  sentence:  as  when  one  says  4<  close,"  the  person  addressed  desires 
to  know  what  is  to  be  closed,  and  then  the  other  adds  "the  door/' — thus 
the  two  factors  of  the  sentence  "clos^^he  door"  are  separately  uttered  and 
comprehended]  and  (2)  when  there  are  questions  with  regard  to  unknown 
words  "  Pika"  &c.»  [as  on  hearing  certain  people  talk  of  the  cuckoo,  one 
who  does  not  know  what  is  meant  by  the  word  "cuckoo,"  asks  "what  is  a 
cuckoo?  "  where  it  is  only  one  factor  of  the  sentence  that  has  to  be  known, 
apart  from  the  others] ;  and  all  this  would  become  false  (if  the  sentence  and 
its  meaning  were  impartite  wholes).  Nbr  can  such  usages  be  explained  by 
assuming  (parts  o£  the  sentence  aud  its  meaning,  which  have  no  real  exis- 
tence, but  are  assumed  for  the  sake  of  explaining  the  .above  usage) ;  because 
we  do  not  find  the  meanings  of  sentences  brought  about  by  the  as- 
sumption of  the  *  hare's  horns';  and,  further,  we  have  already  explained 
that  there  can  be  no  reality  in  a  denotation  comprehended  by  unreal  (and 
non-existing)  means.  (Hence  if  the  denotation  of  sentences  were  compre- 
hended by  means  of  unreal  parts  assumed  for  the  purposes  of  explanation, 
such  denotations  could  not  be  real).  And,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have 
never  found  that  which  is  itself  unreal  and  non-existing  to  be  a  proper 
means  of  anything. 


34fO-34L  The  Sutra  declares  the  incapability  of  the  sentence  to 
denote  meanings,  which  are  all  denoted  by  the  words;  and  the  reason  (for 

itself  as  a  whole  which  evolves  itself  into  Yedantic  denotation,  which,  thus,  is  nothing 
beyond  the  sentence  itself. 

8S7.WO  in  faot}  that  which  itself  has  no  existence  can  never  be  the  means  of  any 
thing.  If  there  could  be  the  assumption  of  an  unreal  factor  of  a  real  thing  (as  of  parts 
of  sentences  according  to  you)  then  we  couid  as  reasonably  assume  horns  for  the  hare 
of  which  the  hare  is  real,  and  we  assume  as  unreal  only  a  part  of  it  in  the  shape  of  the 
horns. 

340.841  This  explains  the  Sutra  I— i— 25.  A  word  can  be  held  to  denote  something 
only  when  it  denotes  something  not  denoted  by  some  other  word.  And  inasmuch  as 
the  denotation  of  the  sentence  is  got  at  by  means  of  the  words,  it  is  useless  and  ground- 
less to  assume  the  denotative  capacity  of  sentences  (independently  of  the  words  com- 
posing it). 
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asserting  this  incapability  )  is  the  fact  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  be* 
ing  due  to  those  of  the  Words*  Or,  the  sUtra  may  be  taken  as  asserting 
the  fad  of  the  meanings  of  sentences  being  based  upon,  valid  grounds,  — 
(the  meaning  of  the  sutra  being  that)  inasmuch  as  the  denotation  of  the 
sentence  is  based  upon  the  meanings  of  words,  it  cannot  ho  said  to  be 
mistaken  (as  urged  by  the  objector). 

342-343.  Though  the  letters  (composing  a  word)  directly  denote  the 
meanings  of  words  only,  yet  they  do  not  end  in  these  alone,  which,  by 
themselves  (i.e.,  when  not  farming  parts  of  sentences),  have  no  use.  Hence 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  about  the  comprehension  of  the  meanings  of 
sentences,  the  functioning  of  these  (Letters)  is  necessarily  accompanied 
by  the  denotation  of  the  meanings  of  words  (composing  that  sentence),  (in- 
asmuch as  without  a  comprehension  of  the  latter,  there  could  be  no  com- 
prehension of  the  sentence,  the  words  are  as  necessary  for  the  sentence  as 
for  anything  else),—  just  as  the  burning  is  a  neccessary  accompaniment  of 
the  Fuel,  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing  the  cooking. 

344.  It  is  as  the  end  or  purpose  (of  the  sentence)  that  Bhavana  is 
held  to  be  its  meaning;  inasmuch  as  by  the  expression  *'JTr%<Irlto*a" 
(in  the  wtra)  is  meant  the  "  purpose  of  utterance**  (of  the  sentence). 

345.  The  expression  "whiAo  cown  is  an  instance  cited  (in  the  BhS- 
shya)  only  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  relation  subsisting  between  a 
sentence  and  its  meaning,  —  and  it  is  not  to  be  taken  as  a  real  sentence 
(which  must  have  a  Verb,  expressing  the  "Bhivana"  as  the  purpose   of 
the  sentence). 

346.  Because  a  sentence  is  never  uttered,  apart  from  its  purpose  (i.e., 
it  is  always  uttered  with  a  certain  purpose)  ;  nor  is  any  word—  excepting 
the  Yerb  —  capable  of  expressing  the  purpose. 

347-348.  Bat  (as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  contradiction  in  assert- 
ing the  expression  "  white  Cow"  to  be  a  sentence),  it  is  in  such  expressions 

***•«  This  refers  to  the  objection  that  when.  words  denote  their  own  individual 
meanings,  how  can  they  be  said  to  be  necessary  f  aofcors  of  the  Veda  —  which  is  made  tip 
of  sentences  ? 

***  This  anticipates  the  objection  that,  if  the  denotation  of  the  meanings  of  words 
also  constitute  that  of  the  sentence,  the  Bhivana  cannot  be  the  latter.  The  sense  of 
the  reply  is  that  in  saying  that  Bh&vana  is  the  meaning  of  the  sentence,  by  meacnmg  we 
mean  purpose,  t.e.,  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  the  Bhavana  that  a  sentence  it 
used,  whereas  the  assertion  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  consisting  of  those  of  the 
words  refers  to  denotation  pure  and  simple.  By  saying  that  the  sentence  is  **  KriySrtha  ,*** 
we  mean  that  the  implied  meaning:  of  the  sentence  —  Bbavana  —  is  the  end  or  purpose  of 
the  utterance  of  the  sentence;  though  the  direct  meaning  of  the  sentences  is  that  which 
is  made  up  of  the  meanings  of  the  individual  words  composing  the  sentence.  This  being 
th«  direct  meaning,  and  Bhivana  the  indirect  meaning  of  the  sentence,  there  is  mo 
contradiction  in  our  theory. 


as  "cow  horse, f>— where,  what  are  denoted  by  these  words  are  tiie 
chases  "cow"  and  "horse** — that,  if  there  be  no  cognition  of  particular 
individuals,  there  is  a  contradiction  of  the  directly  denoted  (meaning  of  the 
aforesaid  sentence)  [inasmuch  as  the  denotation  of  the  sentence  consists  of 
individuals,  while  the  sentence  "  cow  horse  "  denotes  only  classes  and  there 
is  no  special  purpose  served  by  the  company  of  the  two  words];  when 
however  (as  in  the  case  of  the  expression  "white  cow")  we  comprehend 
both  the  Class  and  the  Individual  as  indicated  by  the  words  ("white — cow"), 
(there  is  a  special  purpose  served  in  that)  we  give  up  the  ideas  of  "black," 
&c»  (with  regard  to  the  individual  .cow),  and  hence  there  is  no  contradic- 
tion of  the  directly  denoted  meaning  of  the  sentence  ("white  eow," 
which  must  be  accepted  to  be  a  sentence). 

349.  The  Individual  having  been    indicated  (by  the  word  "cow") 
there  is  a  doubt  (as  to  the  property  of  this  individual) ;  and  when  this 
doubt  is  set  aside  by  the  mention  of  the  word,"  "  white, "  what  (direct 
neaning)  can  be  contradicted  ? 

350,  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  directly  denoted  rrieanings  (of  words) 
would  be  contradicted,  in  your  theory  (and   not  in  mine),— inasmuch  as, 
in  accordance  with  your  theory,  you  can  have  no  idea  of  "whiteness"  (at 

^he  time  of  comprehending  the  sentence  "white  cow"), — holding,  as  you 
io,  the  sentence  to  have  no  connection  (with  the  component  words  and 
their  meanings)  and  (as  such)  to  have  no  special  purpose  (in  the  colloca- 
tion of  the  particular  words). 

851.  The  Bhishya  passage  "it  may  be  the  meaning  of  the  sentence, 
&c,,"is  an  assertion  made  jokingly;  and  the  assertion  "not  everywhere" 
means  that  it  is  nowhere  (so). 

***  If  the  word  "cow"  only  denoted  the  Class,  then  there  would  he  a  contradiction 
in  the  addition  of  **  white,*'  which  cannot  belong  to  the  Class.  When  however  we  have 
the  word  "cow"  denoting  the  Glass  and  indicating  the  individual,  then  the  word 
"white  "  serves  the  purpose  of  specifying  the  property  of  the  individual  cow  j  and  as 
such  there  is  no  contradiction* 

*W  The  Bhashya  passage  referred  to  is  this ;  "  In  a  case  where  we  conclude  that 
the  meaning  of  words  having  no  special  purpose,  in  the  shape  of  the  signification  of  the 
meaning  of  the  sentence,  becomes  useless  (without  any  denotation),  it  may  he  a 
meaning  of  the  sentence,  as  consisting  of  the  qualified  meanings  of  words ;  but  this  po- 
tion of  the  qualified  meanings  of  sentences  is  not  everywhere.*1  Here  the  Bhashya 
accepts  the  contradiction  of  direct  denotations,  only  as  a  joke  against  the  other  party, 
inasmuch  as  this  contradiction  has  been  explained  above. 

The  expression  "it  is  not  so  everywhere1'  means  that  it  is  not  always  the  case  that 
the  acceptance  of  the  individuals  to  be  denoted  by  words  is  contradictory  to  their  direct 
denotation  (which  is  in  the  shape  of  cZaases);— such  is  not  always  tfae  case,  because,  as 
shown  below,  in  some  oases  the  generic  denotation  is  not  cognised  at  all,  the  only  cogni- 
tion being  that  of  particular  individuals. 
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352:  Or,  inasmuch  as  accusativeneas,  Ac.,  fallen  with  tlie  cogniMon  of 
Hie  basic  noun  (to  whicli  the  accusative  and  oilier  affixes  are  attached),  — 
they  acquire  specific  characters  (and  lose  their  generic  character)  ;  and  as 
such  where  would  remain  the  direct  denotation  (that  wonid  be  contra- 
dicted by  the  specific  denotation  of  sentences)  ? 

353.  Neither  the  basic  nonn  nor  the  affix-  is  ever  used  by  itself 
(without  the  other)  —  and  it;  could  be  then  alone  (if  they  were  used  by 
themselves)  that  there  could  be  a  cognition  of  generic  denotations,  as  de- 
sired by  you, 

854.  Even  in  cases  where  these  (Affixes  and  Bases)  are  formed  by 
themselves,  as  in  "AdhunZ,"  &c.»  ("Adhunft"  being  only  an  affix),  th«y 
are  always  accompanied  (and  specified)  by  the  denotation  of  another,  —  as 
lias  been  shown  above  (K.  203). 

S55-B57,  In  fact  this  is  the  only  difference  between  Word  and  Sentence 
on.  one  hand,  and  Base  and  Affix  on  the  other,  —  though  all  of  them 
have  their  parts  expressive  (of  some  meaning);  —  As  for  Words,  we 
Hud  them  used  by  themselves  when  they  are  in  need  of  some  factor  to 
complete  their  meaning  [as  when  it  it  is  said  "  close,"  only  one  word  uttered 
in  haste,  the  question  is  **  what,"  the  only  word  enquiring  what  is  to  be 
closed,  and  then  the  final  reply  too  is  only  in  one  word,  "door/'  —  in  all 
these  cases,  the  word  used  standing  in  need  of  something  to  complete  its 
signification],  when  they  are  all  comprehended  independently  by  them- 
selves,  as  having  some  specific  signification  j  on  the  other  hand,  the  Base 
&ud  the  Affix  are  never  found  to  be  used  in  this  manner  (by  them* 
selves);  inasmuch  as  the  signification  of  the  Affix  is  always  cognised  aa 
coloured  by  that  of  the  Base  (and  vice  versa). 

SS8  Ifc  has  been  shown  that  there  is  no  contradiction.  It  10  now  shewn  that  at  the 
time  of  the  utterance  of  the  word  «gm»  the  accnsativeness  falls  in  with  the  significa- 
tion of  the  "  cow  ;"  and  we  are  not  cognisant  of  the  pore  generic  denotation  of  the  affix 
alone,  as  apart  from  the  basic  nonn  «g3.*  And  thus  there  is  no  generic  ^denotation  of 
the  affix  which  could  be  contradicted  by  the  cognition  of  its  being'  speeialise^with  re- 
gmrd  to  the  *  cow/ 

***  If  either  the  basic  noun  or  the  affix  were  nsed  by  itself  thjen  alone  could  there 
be  a  generic  denotation  ;  but  as  there  is  no  such  separate  use,  the^latter  too  cannot  be 
cognised.  Whenever  the  noan  or  the  affix  is  used,  it  is  always  the  o^ne  with  the  other} 
and  as  such  the  generic  denotation  of  each  is  specified  by  that  of  the  other  5  and 
hence  even  though  real,  the  generic  denotation  is  never  cognised, 

***  The  meaning  of  the  affix  is  always  specified  by  that  of  the  Ba*e, 


***-«  Jost  as  words  are  expressive  so  are  Bases  and  Affixes  also  j  the  only  difference 
in  that  while  words  can  be  used  by  themselves  alone,  Bases  and  Affix~eM5^e~ve/;W^o 
u*ed.  If  the  latter  were  also  so  used,  then  there  would  be  no  difference  between  these 
mid  words  j  since  these  too  would  hare  all  the  character  and  functions  01  words. 
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358-359.  When  one  sees  the  white  colour,  and  tears  the  neighing  and 
the  clatter  .of  hoofs,  we  find  that  he  has  the  idea  that  "a  white  horse  is 
running,"  even  in  the  absence  of  any  such  sentence;  while,  in  the  absence 
of  some  idea  of  the  meanings  of  words  we  can  never  have  any  such  idea 
(as  the  above)*  Therefore  the  assertion  of  the  non  -perception  of  the  sen. 
tence  does  not  offer  any  reply  to  the  assertion  (of  the  Bhashya)  beginning 
with  "on  account  of  some  mental  discrepancy/'  Ac.,  (explained  in  the  next 
Karika). 

360.  Those  who,  on  account  of  their  mental  (intellectual)  discre- 
pancy, do  not  comprehend  the  meanings  of  words,  never  comprehend  the 
meaning  of  the  sentence  (composed  of  these  words),  even  though  they  hear 
the  sentence  (distinctly  uttered). 

-361.  Therefore  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  meaning  of  the  sentence 
i«  W»  denoted  by  the  sentence,—  firstly  >  because  it  (the  meaning)  is  com- 
prehended by  means  of  others  (i.e.,  meanings  of  words),  and  secondly  -,  because 
even  when  the  sentence  is  clearly  heard  its  meaning  is  not  comprehended 
(«o  long  as  the  meanings  of  words  are  not  known),  —  just  as  the  generic 
character  of  the  "tree"  is  not  denoted  by  the  word  "  Pala$a.n 

362L  Even  Letters  cannot  be  held  to  denote  this  (meaning  of  the  Sen- 
;  tence)—;  -finHy,  because  they  denote  the  meanings  of  those  (i.e.,  of 
words)  which  are  related  (in  the  relation  of  the  denoter)  to  the  meaning 
of  the  sentence;  and  secondly,  because  even  while  these  (Letters)  are  pre- 
sent, they  do  not  bring  about  any  comprehension  (of  the  meaning  of  the 

M8.B6«  The  Bhashya  lias  cited  this  instance,  with  a  view  to  show  that,  inasmuch 
M  we  have  an  idea  of  the  signification  of  sentences,  even  in  the  absence  of  sentences,  the 
signification  of  sentences  must  be  admitted  to  be  based,  not  upon  sentences,  but  upon  the 
signification  of  the  words  Composing  the  sentence..  And  in  order  to  show  that  we  have  no 
idea  of  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  in  the  absence  of  an  idea  of  the  meanings  of  words, 
it  has  urged  the  case  where  people  that  do  not  understand  the  words  used-—  on  account 
I  of  some  deficiency  in  their  intellect  or  mind  —  have  no  idea  whatever  of  the  meaning 
of  the  sentence.  And  in  the  face  of  these  indisputable  facts,  it  is  altogether  useless  and 
unreasonable  to  assert  that  the  absence  of  the  cognition  of  the  meaning  of  a  sentence 
is  due  to  the  absence  of  the  cognition  of  the  sentence  itself.  This  has  been  shown  to 
be  false,  inasmuch  as  in  the  instance  cited,  we  have  an  idea  of  the  meaning  of  the  sen- 
tence, "the  white  horse  is  running,**  even  without  any  idea  of  this  sentence.  Thus 
botik  by  negative  and  positive  concomitance  it  is  proved  that  the  cognition  of  the  mean* 
ing  of  the  sentence  is  based  upon  the  cognition  of  the  meanings  of  words  composing 
the  sentence. 

f*L  The  character  of  the  tree  is  common  to  trees  other  than  tjitf  "Palaca"  and 
w  expressed  by  the  word  "Tree  ;"  and  even  when  one  hears  the  word  "  Palaca,"  this  gives 
nitn  no  idea  of  the  "  tree"  -unless  he  knows  that  characteristics  of  the  tree  belong  to  the 


W>  The  letters  denote  the  meanings  of  words,  which  denote  the  meaning  of  the 

sentence.       ,  . 
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itenoe)  (unless  tlie  Letters  be  recognised  as  forming  certain  words,  the 

anings  of  which  are  known  to  the  hearer), — just  as  tne  word  **  gMkyaf&** 
8  mot  signif y  the  class  "  tree."  [When  u  fiiuqap&  "  denote  a  portion- 
tree,  which  is  related  to  the  class  "tree,*'  and  even  while  the  word 
ita^apft"  is  present,  we  have  no  idea  of  the  class  "  tree,*1  unless  we  know 
it  the  piftyopd  is  the  name  of  a  particular  tree]. 

363-364.  It  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  that  denotes  the  meaning1  of 
sentence,— -firstly  "because,  while  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  is  doubtful 
h  word  is  comprehended  siugly,  and  it  becomes  definitely  ascertained 
en  all  the  words  are  (heard  and  comprehended)  together, — just  like  the , 
ightness  and  the  presence  of  the  crow  with  regard  to  the  post  [when, 
agh  one  of  the  two  f acts  leaves  the  matter  doubtful,  when,  both  are  con- 
$red  together,  they  lead  to  the  definite  conclusion,  that  trie  object  most 
&  post-];  and  secondly,  because  the  meaning  of  the  sentence  Is.  not 
ipreh  ended  in  the  absence  of  the  comprehension  of  the  meaning^  of 
rd-s, — therefore  (for  this  reason  too)  the  former  must  be  admitted  to  .be 
iprehensible  by  means  of  the  latter, — just  as  people  hold  Sound  to  be 
litory  (i.e.9  perceptible  by  the  Ear),  becanse  it  is  not  perceived  when 
s  sense  of  audition  is  absent  (as  in  the  deaf). 


S65-366.  The  eternality  of  sentences  is  to  be  proved  £a  the  same 
nner  as  the  eternalifcy  of  the  Relation  (between  words  and  their  mean- 
's) (as  shown  nnder  "  Sambandhaksh§paparihara  **).  And  as  for  the 
piment  (purporting  to  disprove  the  eternality  of  the  sentence)  based 
jn  the  fact  of  the  sentence  being  a  composite  whole,  —  we  oaght  to  urge 
*  following  counter-argumeut  against  ifc:  The  study  of  the  Veda  is  al- 
ys  preceded  by  its  study  by  one's  Teacher,  —  because  it  is  mentioned  by 
s  expression  "Vedic  study  ,"  —  like  the  Tedic  Study  of  the  present  time 
iiich  is  invariably  found  to  be  preceded  by  its  study  by  one's  Teacher. 

367.  This  argument  would  apply  to  the  Maliabharata  also;  but  it  is 
intermanded  by  the  distinct  declaration  of  an  author  for  it  (in  the  person 
Yyasa).  As  for  the  mention  of  names  in  the  Yeda  (as  being  those  of 
s  composers),  these  must  be  explained  as  "arthavada1'*  (purporting  to 
yw  the  excellent  character  of  a  certain  Mantra  or  rite  by  coupling  with 
bhe  name  of  some  Rshi  known  to  be  great). 

8*3.864  Those  tliat  singly  leare  a  certain  matter  doubtful  and  definitely  ascertain 
r  hen  considered  together,  most  be  accepted  to  be  the  means  of  tha  cognition  there- 


The  study  of  each  person  being  preceded  by  that  of  another  person,  this 
:kward  secies  would  go  on  ad  injlnitum  to  eternity,  making  the  Yeda  (and  the 
itenoes  composing  it)  eternal, 


368.  Because  no  students  of  the  Veda  have  any  idea  of  its  author* 
and  as  for  the  aforesaid  "Arthavadas,"  they  too  cannot  be  taken  as  point- 
ing to  an  author  (as  will  be  shown  below) ;  hence  any  idea  of  an  author  of 
the  Veda  caunot  bnt  be  mistaken,  as  will  be  explained  beilow. 

369.  So  long  as  these  Arthavidas   continue   to  exist  in  the  Veda, 
there  can  be  no  assumption  of  any  other  grounds  (for  declaring  the  fact  of 
the  Veda  having  an  author)  (because,  in  the  presence  of  a  ground  seemingly 
afforded  by  the  Veda,  no  other  can  be  assumed) ;  as  we  find  that  even 
the  people  of  the  present  day  derive  their  notions  of  an  author  of  the  Veda 
from  these  (Arthavadas). 

M*  The  sense  of  this  is  that  in  presence  of  these  Arthavadas,  no  other  grortnd 
can  be  assumed,  and  as  the  Arthavada  is  proved  below  to  be  incapable  of  rightly 
pointing  to  an  author  for  the  Veda,  all  notions  of  such  an  author  must  be  admitted  to 
be  groundless,  mistaken  and  false. 


End  of  the  Chapter  on  Sentence. 


APHORISMS  XXVII  to  XXXII. 

ON  THE  VEDA  BEING  WITHOTJJ  AS  AUTHOR, 

1.  Obf  .*—  a  Finding  the  Vedi®  assertions  to  be  similai  to  ordinary 
assertions,  we  have  a  genera!  idea  of  the  Veda  naming  an  author  ;  and 
iMs  becomes  specified  by  the  names  'Katha,'  &c.3  given  to  the  different 
sections  of  the  Veda. 

2.  **  In  the  31st  Sutra  it  has  been  shown  (in  the  Bhishja)  that  the 
fact  of  words  Jjeing  caused  entities  is  baaed  upon  their  having  forms  ;  and 
this  is  equally  applicable  to  the  Veda  also,  inasmuch,  as  it  makes  mention 
of  caused  entities  (such  as  the  names  of  certain  persons,  &c.}  which  can 
never  be  eternal).** 

3.  Reply  :  —  Inasmuch  as  we  have  neither  any  rememberance  of  an 
author  nor  any  need  of  any  such,-—  no  author  is  wanted  for  the  Veda  (as 
shown  £n  K.  366);  and  since  the  ideas  of  particular  authorship  (as  of 
Katha,  &a)  depend  upon  the  general  notion  (of  such  authorship),  no  names 
(such  as  "Katha  "  aud  the  like)  can  point  to  any  authors  of  the  Yeda. 

4.  Inasmuch,  as  the  names  "  Katha,  "  <fcc.,  may  be  explained  as  signi- 
fying the  fact  of  certain  portions  of  the  Veda  being  explained  by  such. 
people,  —  these  names  cannot   necessarily  point  to  an    author;  specially 
as  i&e  affix  (in  the  word  "  Katha")    is  also  laid  down   (by  Paniui)  as 
denoting  the  fact  of  being  expounded  (by  Katha). 

5*  And  thus  Name,  being  weaker  than  Direct  Assertion  and 
the  rest,  cannot  set  aside  the  facts  based  upon  these  latter.  And  further, 
inasmuch  as  this  (Name)  is  a  part  of  the  Veda,  it  can  never  possibly  set 
aside  the  whole  of  the  Veda  (by  pointing  to  the  fact  of  its  having  an 
author). 


I  The  nam*  '  Katfia,*  implies  that  that^portion  of  the  Veda  bma  been  composed  by 
Brihmanas  of  the  fiKatba"  class,  Thia  is  an  explanation  of  S^tra  27. 

*  TMi  Is  an  explanation  of  Sutra  28, 
-S  This  explains  Sutra  29. 

*  TMa  explains  Sutra  30. 

S  If  there  be  an  author  of  the  Yeda,  Direct  Assertion,  &c.,  all  lose  their  validity 
Hence  we  cannot  base  our  notion  of  the  author  upon  Names,  which  would  thereby  set 
aoide  Direct  Assertion,  &C.,  wMeh  Is  an  impossibility. 
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6*  Or  these  ("Katha,"  <fcc.)  may  be  taken  as  conventional  names, 
given,  without  any  reason,  to  particular  sections  of  the  Veda.  And  the 
fact  of  these  names  (appearing  with,  regard  to  certain  sections  of 
the  Veda)  heing  only  similar  in  sound,  the  same  words  (as  signifying  the 
fact  of  being  composed  by  Katha,  &c.)  is  not  to  be  denied  on  pain  of  any 
punishment;  (i.e.,  there  is  no  law  which  lays  down  that  tlie  two  do  not 
resemble  in  sound  only). 

7.  Even  though  the  explanation  of  the  Veda  is  common  to  all  persons 
(and  not  restricted  particularly  to  Katha  alone),  yet  the  name  may  be 
given  to  certain  sections  of  the  Veda,  simply  on  the  ground  of  the  possi- 
bility (of  its  being  explained  by  Katha);  just  as  the  Jyotishtoma  is  called 
**  Vairupasama  "  (though  many  other  Samas  are  chanted  in  the  Jyotish- 
toma), simply  because  the  particular  Sama  **  Valrupa  "  also  appears  in  it. 

8.  The  names  "Katba,"  &c.,  indicating  the  fact  of  Katha,  &c.,  being 
the  explainers,  are  not  such  as  to  restrict  the  explicabilitjr  of  those  sec- 
tions of  the  Veda  to  those  teachers  alone,  inasmuch  as  all  that  the  name 
does  is  to  show  that  the  section  of  the  Veda  has  been  explained  by  that 
particular  teacher  also  among  others, — just  as  the  mother  of  pittha  and 
Kapittha  is  called  "  Pittha's  mother  "  (which  does  not  mean  that  the  person 
is  not  the  mother  of  Kapittha,  but  that  she  is  also  the  mother  of  Pittha, 
among  others). 

9.  The  fact  that,  even  though  the  relation  of  the  section  with  alT 
teachers  is  the  same,  yet  it  is  named  after  one  of  them  only,  is  due  to  the 
fact  that  such  naming  is  not  a  qualification  of  the  agent  (i.e.,  the  Teacher) 
and  as  such  it  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  it  with  regard  to  all  the  Teachers); 
hence  the  naming  (in  accordance  with  Teachers)  being  (a  qualification)  for 
the  sake  of  another  (i.e.  the  Sections   of  the  Veda),  the  mention  of  only 
one  of  them  is  necessary. 

10.  (Even  if  the  name  "  Katha"  were  taken  as  implying  the  author- 
ship of  Katha  with  regard  to  the  Veda,  then  too)  it  is  only  an  already 
existing  cause  (in  the  shape  of  Ka{ha)  that  is  signified  (by  the  name 
"  Ka^ha");  and  it  dbe1*  pot  signify  the  production  of  something  previously 
non-existent. 

*  '  Ka(ha '  as  name  of  the  Veda  is  not  the  same  as  the  word  which  signifies  'the 
fact  of  being  composed  by  Kafcha,  but  resembles  it  in  sound  only. 

•  Since  the  naming  in  accordance  with  all  Teachers,  supplies  tbe  same  qualifica- 
tion for  the  .Veda,  when  this  has  been  accomplished  by  the  name  of  one  Teacher,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  name  other  Teachers— this  is  the  reason  why  the  names  of  these 
sections  are  not  in  accordance  with  those  of  all  Teachers  of  theory* 

10  liven  the  word  "  Kafcha  "  as  a  name  is  eternal,  and  not  created  by  us  5  all  that  we 
mean  by  calling  th«  Veda  by  the  name  is  that  we  interpret  it  as  signifying  the  authorship 
of  Kath*,  which  too  it  eternal,  being  signified  by  the  word  "  Ka{ha,"  which  is  eternal. 
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And  (as  for  the  meaning  of  Vedio  sections  according  to  the  name  of 
only  one  Teacher,  it  is  similar  to  the  case  where)  a  certain  sacred  place, 
though  Tisited  by  many  people,  is  named  in  accordance  with  only  one  of 
its  visitors  (such  as  Somatirtha,"  &c.). 

II  ,  And  if  the  name  "  Ka|ha"  he  not  dne  to  human  agency,  then  ii 
cannot  indicate  non-eternality;  and  if  it  be  due  to  human  agency,  then 
how  can  its  truthfulness  be  ascertained  P 

12.  Or  'Kafcha'  as  **Gla*$  (of  Brlhmanas)  is  held  by  ns  to  be  eter- 
nal; and  it  is  this  Class  (as  denoted  by  uKa$han)  which  appears,  in  the 
name  "  Kathaka"  which  (means  that  the  particular  section  of  the  Yeda 
belongs  to  the  particular  Class  of  Brihmanas,  called  "Ka^ha"  and) 
serves  to  distinguish  that  particular  section  from  other  sections  of  the 
Yeda. 

13-14.  The  Veda  nattirally  abandons  the  denotation  of  non-eternal 
meanings,  —  inasmuch  as  such  denotation  is  found  to  be  impossible  with 
regard  to  the  Veda,  by  considering  alternatives  of  eternatity  and  non- 
et-emality  with  regard  to  it.  Because  if  the  Veda  be  eternal  its  denotation 
cannot  but  be  eternal;  and  if  it  be  non-eternal  (caused),  then  it  can  have 
no  validity  (which  is  not  possible,  "as  we  have  already  proved  the  validity  of 
ihe  Veda);  and  as  for  the  theory  that  the  Veda  consists  of  assertions  of 
intoxicated  (and  senseless)  people,  this  theory  has  been  already  rejected 
above  —  (and  as  such  the  validity  and  hence  the  eternality  of  the  Veda 
cannot  be  doubted.  ) 

15.  .  Thus  up  to  this  place,  we  have  established  by  arguments,  the  fact 
of  the  Veda  being  tlie  means  of  arriving  at  the  z%ht  notion  of  "  Dharma." 

After  this  (in  the  succeeding  three  jpadas)^  after  having  divided  the 
Veda  into  its  three  sections,  we  shall  explain  what  is  the  meaning  (and 
purpose)  of  each  of  these  sections. 

Thus  ends  the  chapter  on  ihe  fact  of  the  Veda  not  being  com- 
posed by  any  author. 


Thw  ends  ihe  "  Jff  m&n^Qlolcavwtika  "  of  f  rf  KwmSrita  Bhatta. 

I*  If  the  name  be  giren  by  man,  it  cannot  be  infallible,  &c.,  and  as  such  thia 
name  alone  cannot  authorise  the  assumption  of  an  author  for  the  Yeda, 

*»-W  This  explains  Sutra  31. 

**  The  three  sections  of  the  Yeda  are  Arthavada}Mantra,  —  Smrft*  and  Hamas  treated 
of  in  padas  2nd,  3rd  and  4th,  respectively. 
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ALPHABETICAL  INBEX. 
A 

an  author  safeguards  the  Veda  against  all  reproach       ...  *  ""£ 
Absence  of  external  objects  not  proved 
Absolute  destruction — not  possible  of  the  soul 

Abstract  Perception— of  an  object                   .„               *<%  *"                ""*        8f5 

— how  made  concrete 
Action— not  prohibited  cannot  be  sinful  ...  „* 

—result  not  always  similar  to  it 
Actions — may  be  perishable 

Adharma— Vedic  injunctions  and  prohibitions  the  only  means  of  knowing  it 
Agnihotrs  ...  .  . 

***                     **  •••                                 254, 

Aka^a— Its  perception  after  an  effort,  does  not  make  it  transitory    ...  .*.       414, 

Afcrti— necessity  of  establishing  the  fact  of  the  word  denoting  it        ...  *.[      28j 

— meaning  of  the  word         ...                „.               f^  ***      ^^ 

—it  cannot  mean  shape          ...                .„                w  t  f                          «~t> 

Aoalrgy — not  applicable  to  Dharma                 ...                ...  "*                '"        ^- 

— ita  object        ...                 ...                ...                Jt  ]][                ""       e^ 

— ^not  amenable  to  any  means  of  knowledge         ...  .,  *               ***      ^ 

— not  Inference                  ...                ...               ttt  '"      ^^ 

—its  uses          ...                ,M                -M  **"        ^" 
Apoha— not  possible     »^.               ... 

—reason  against  its  assumption             ..,                .!.  \"f                ""       jJ4 

— never  actually  cognised  as  significant                   ...  „'.                  **       a.r 

— no  gender,  etc.,  could  apply  to  it        ...                .,.  ^                         .^ 

— the  individual  is  not  implied  by  it      ...                ,4.  ]]*                 "  "       l.^(J 
—mutual  interdependence  involved  in  basing  it  upon  mutual  negation   of 

objects         „.                ...                it>                  4  _%>-> 

Apohas — no  diverse  Apohas  possible                ..,                ...  t                         ^^ 

— no  implication  of  Apohas  possible     ,„                ...  ^     "*      ^* 

—erf  gender— could  not  be  the  object  of  specification  ...          -      "*"      o^3 

Apobavatt?ra— is  not  possible          ...                ...               -M  ^                *"         " 

Apobist— cannot  distinguish  the  cow  from  the  Horse        ...  1"                ~*      3(^ 
—no  definite  cognition  of  difference  among  Individual  Animals  possible 

for  him      ...                ...                w                ^  ^n^ 

Apparent  inconsistency— -not  applicable  to  Dharma         ..*  ."]                *.        "35 

— examples  of              ...                .,,  ...                          2,*n 

— not  tbe  same  as  Inference         ...  ...                 -g        *>.^| 

—included  in  negation                    ...  ..,                            2'\4 

— included  in  Verbal-  Test im-mr    ...  ._.                           .»MT 


Fc 

Apparent  inconsistency — not  explicable  by  Sense-Percepbion  ...  ^       • 

— not  explicable  by  Analogy         ,,.  ^  * 

— ifcs  uses- in  Mimamsa  .,.  nrt  ...      « 

Asanni&rshte — explained  „.  ..„  ,...  ^  ...      ' 

A  tah -—meaning  of         ...  ... 

Atha— meaning  of         ...  *,»  .,. 

Atoms 

A  varriakuta—  explained  »,.,  „.„  M. 

Audibility— of  word-sounds 

Auditory  Akaca  ... 

Auditory  organ — no  movement  of  it  possible  ... 

— cannot  be  all-pervading         ,.,  .  .... 

— its  modification  ...  ...  ....  ....  ^. 

Authority — of  the  Veda  questioned  ,r.  ...  .„  ... 

— of  th,e  Veda  undisputed  ,.»  ...  „,.  „. 

— arguments  supporting  it  ^..  .„ 

^u-fchoritativeneas — tbe  theory  of  its  extraneous  character 
—its  refutation    .,,  ... 

—its  notion  due  to  extraneous  influence 
—its  three  forms  ...  ... 

— of  Injunction    «.  ,„  .„ 

B 

Bath— its  negation  before  the  investigation  of  Dharnra     ...  ,„ 

— its  signification  ...  ...  ...  ...  ...  .., 

Bmiddhas — diversity  of  opinion  among  tneir  various  scions  .„, 

—statement  and  refutation  of  th^eii"  theory 
"  Blue  Lotus"— 

— non-difference  between  lotus  and  blueness-  «,. 

Bhavana— explained      ... 

—its  three  factors  ..*  ...  ...  ... 

— the  object  of  a  single  cognition       ... 
y — no  idea  coxild  enter  it          ....  .,.-  .., 

— could  have  no  actions  excepting  those  of  the  Soul 
— -  no  momentary  destruction  possible       ...  ,,» 

Bondage  of  souls — not  due  to  any  action  latent  in  themselves 
Duddhij-uana  ...  ...  •••  ••* 

Bttddiii&t  Scriptares — unreliable  because  composed  by  human  beings 


Capability  and  incapability  ...  «*«  »«•„  - 

f  ause  and  effect — their  simultaiieifcy  not  possible 
rauBality— not  constituted  by  the  sequence  of  object  and  idea 
Cudaim — meaning  of    ...  ...  ... 

a  word  «.»  .*c 


INDEX. 

€»i»iia— objections  biwed  npon  the  signification  of  the  word  nnd  llteir  ref  tita- 

tion           . •  •  .«  - 

• — cannot  be  restricted  to  positive  Activity  only     ...  ..*  ...  S3 

— refers  to  Injunctions  and  Prohibitions              ...  -..  •••  54 

pitra  sacrifice — discussed              ...               ...                •••  *••  •••  ^"^ 

— arguments  in  favour  of  it                         .»•  ...  •*»  252 

CJtri.  sacrifice                ...                ...                —                —  «•  *••  s"8 

Class — its  cognition  Bofc  inferential                 ...                ••*  ••«  •••  ^ 

—of  objects  and  their  relationship  amenable  to  sense- perception  ...  Ill 

— its  specification  due  to  peculiarities  of  coloar,  etc.  ...  —  &«>3 

— manifested  by  the  indmdnal                ..*                ...  ...  *••  3#6 

— mutaal  relationihip  with  individuals  ...                ...  *»•  •*»  2SS 

— relationship  between  it  and  individual  purely  natural  ...  ...  SS7 

—Verbal  Testimony  and  Inference  not  the  means  of  right  knowledge  with- 
out it           ...                ...               ...                •••  •••  "»  S8S 

— Fixity  of  relation  between  class  aad  individual  baaed  upon  Direct  Sense* 

Perception  ...                ...                ...                «•«  —  «**  ^^ 

—it  is  not  identical  with  Individual       ...                ...  ...  —  291 

• — as  a  whole  is  of  uniform  character      ...                ...  ...  ...  2(Jl 

— does  not  consist  of  similarity  among  IncliTidaalg  ...  ...  ...  -i8S 

—it  is  admitted  by  the  Apohist              ...                 ...  —  »*•  2i*u 

Class  cow— is  one  only                    ••*                ...                 —  »••  *•*  *^ 

— explained  ...                ...                 ...                •«  —  **'  2s-! 

(Masses — their  restrictions              ...                ...                «••  •••  —  *^* 

— Mlmansaka  view  about     ,..                ...                 «.  •••  •-•  2^S 

Cognisable  object  and  cognising  idea               ..,                ...  •••  •-  1S*» 

Cognised  shape  does  not  belong  to  external  objects         ...  —  ...  145* 

Cogniser,  its  character  not  attributed  to  the  object          ...  •••  •••  1^9 
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